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Summary

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution No 51 of the 1965 General Legislative Session,
the Commission submits to the Governor and the Legis-
lature an analysis of faculty salaries 1n the University
of California and the Cahfornia State Unuversity for the
forthcoming fiscal year

The Commission’s report for the 1992-93 fiscal year con-
tains an analysis of the data submitted to the University
and State University by their respective groups of com-
parson nstitutions and shows how those data are for-
mulated into the parity percentages included in the re-
port. The parity percentage 18 an average amount of 1n-
crease In salary necessary for each segment to maintain
a competitive position 1n relation to 1ts respective com-
parison group of institutions This year, the estimated
faculty salary parity amounts for the University and
State University are 6.7 and 6.0 percent, respectively

This year’s report includes an analysis on pages 6-7 of
salary increases granted for the past 14 years in Califor-
n1a compared to increases in the national and Califormia
Consumer Price Indices. It also presents a brief discus-
sion on pagea 9-14 of faculty compensation beyond the
standard scale for the past three years at the Umiversity
of Cahfornia and the implications of these high salaries
for the University's ability to attract the finest scholars
1n the nation. It alzo discusses on pages 5-6 the differ-
ences between the University’s and State University’s
methods for computing their parity figures in terms of
the weighting or non-weighting of faculty by compari-
son institution staffing patterns

The Commission adopted this report at 1ts meeting of
March 30, 1992, on recommendation of its Policy Devel-
opment Committee. Additional copies of the report may
be obtained from the Publications Office of the Commis-
s1on at (916) 324-4992,

Later this summer, the Commission will pubhsh a relat-
ed report that will describe faculty members’ salaries at
Califorma’s Community Colleges and salaries of admin-
1strators at the University of Califormia and the Califor-
nia State University
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1 Summary and Conclusions

THIS 1992-93 faculty salary report contains de-
tailed data on average salaries in the comparison
institutions of the University of Califormia and the
California State University It analyzes raw data
submitted by these institutions and then explains
the Commission’s faculty salary parity computa-
tions that are based on them

Competitive positions of the
University of California
and the California State University

The salary analyses of the Commission indicate
that the University has maintained a competitive
position over the past five years when compared to
its list of exght comparison institutions, while the
State Unuversity has improved 1ts position 1n most
of 1ts faculty ladder ranks in relation to ite 20 com-
parison institutions, in spite of the State’s decision
last year not to fund cost-of-lving adjustments for
theze faculty.

Parity for the University of California

Based on actual 1991-92 data from all of the Um-
versity’s eight comparison institutions, the Com-
migsion estimates that the University’s faculty
members will require an average salary increase of
6.7 percent to bring them to the mean of their com-
parison group for 1992-93 Over half of this adjust-
ment -- 3.5 percent — i8 attributed to the State not
funding salary increases in the 1991-92 budget
year. In addition, the University made a budget de-
aision for 1991-92 not to fund merit increases for
their faculty - an amount that equals approximate-
ly 1.8 percent of this year’s panty adjustment. If
Unuversity faculty had received both cost-of-hving
and merit mcreases in 1991-92, this year’s party
adjustment would be approximately 1 4 percent

Parity for the California State University

The California State University collected actual da-
ta from 16 of its 20 companson nstitutions, with
the remaining four being unable to offer current
data for various reasons As speafied 1n the salary
methodology agreed to by State officials, estimates
were made for those four 1nstitutions unable to sup-
ply current information, and comparison institution
salary data for law faculty have been excluded from
the calculations

From these data, the Commission estimates that a
salary increase of 6.0 percent i3 necessary to keep
State University faculty at the mean of its compari-
son institutions The State University’s Trustees,
following a practice 1nstituted since the implemen-
tation of collective bargaiming, has in essence
agreed to the 6.0 percent figure, provided 1t 18 fun-
ded 1n the Governor's Budget and finally negotiated
as part of ongoing collective bargaining discussions.

Over two-thirds -- 4 1 percent -- of this year’s panty
calculation for the State University is attributed to
the State not funding a 4.1 percent cost-of-living
salary increase in the 1991-92 budget year. Unlike
the University, however, the State University did
fund merit increase for its faculty in 1991-92 If
State University faculty had received the estimated
cost-of-living increase 1n 1991-92, this year’s panty
adjustment would be approximately 1.9 percent.

The University’s salaries above standard
and its Voluntary Early Retirement
Incentive Program

In thie report, the Commisgion continues last year's
practice of providing & brief discussion regarding
the University's nine-month faculty who earned in
excess of $100,000 With respect to this topic (pp. 9-
14), the report raises some 1mplications of these sal-
aries for the Umversity in 1ts attempt to atiract the
finest research scholars. In that section of the re-
port, the Commussion aiso discusses the effect of the



Umniversity’s Voluntary Early Retirement Program  cal explanation regarding the differences between
on the number and status of these faculty Finally, the methods used for computing the panty figures
on pages 5-6, the Commussion includes a techm-  for the University and the State University.



2 Origins, Methods, and Scope of Analysis

ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced 1n Appendix A on page 21),
the University of California and the Calhforma
State University submit to the Commission data on
faculty salaries for their respective institutions and
for a group of comparison colleges and universities,
On the basis of these data, the Commission develops
estimates of the percentage changes 1n salaries re-
quired to attain party with the comparison groups
1n the forthcoming fiscal year The methodology re-
quires that parity figures for both university sys-
tems be submitted to the Department of Finance
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst by De-
cember 5 of each year

The methodology by which the two universities col-
lect these data and the Commission analyzes them
(Appendix B, pp. 23-29) has been designed by the
Commission 1n consultation with representatives
from the Umversity of California, the California
State University, the Department of Finance, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and was orig1-
nally published in the Commismon’s Methods for
Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost Com-
parisons (March 1985). It has since been revised
three times -- 1n June 1987, January 1988, and June
1989 -- to reflect changes in the methodology used
for calculating the parity figure and to reflect
changes in the Unmiversity's and State University’s
group of cornparison institutions

History of the faculty salary reports

The 1mpetus for the faculty salary report came from
the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, which rec-
ommended that:

3 Greatly increased salaries and expanded
fringe benefita, such as health and group life
insurance, leaves, and travel funds to attend
professional meetings, housing, parking and
moving expenses, be provided for faculty
members 1n order to make college and um-

versity teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry

8 Because of the continual change 1n faculty
demand and supply, the coordmating agency
annually collect pertinent data from all seg-
ments of higher education 1n the state and
thereby make possible the testing of the as-
sumptions underlying this report (Master
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p. 12).

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu-
ally sought 1information regarding faculty compen-
sation, information which came primarily from the
Legislative Analyst 1n the Analysis of the Budget
Bull and from the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education -- the predecessor of the Postsecondary
Education Commission -- in its annual reports to
the Governor and the Legslature on the level of
support for public higher education While un-
doubtedly helpful to the process of determining fac-
ulty compensation levels, these reports were consid-
ered to be 1insufficient, especially by the Assembly,
which consequently requested the Legislative Ana-
lyst to prepare a specific report on the subject
(House Resolution No 250, 1964 First Extraordi-
nary Session; reproduced 1n Appendix C, pp. 31-32).

Early n the 1965 General Session, the Legislative
Analyst presented his report (Appendix D, pp 33 -
42 and recommended that the process of developing
data for use by the Legislature and the Governor 1n
determinung faculty compensation be formalized.
This recommendation was embodied in Senate Con-
current Resolution No 51 (1965), whuch specifically
directed the Coordinating Council to prepare annu-
al reports 1n cooperation with the University of
Califorma and the Califorma State Colleges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and,
more recently, the Commiszsion have submitted uni-
versity salary reports to the Governor and the Leg-
1slature Prior to 1973-74, the Coordinating Coun-
c1l submitted only one report annually, usually n
March or April Between 1974-75 and 1985-86, the
Commission compiled two reports -- a preliminary
report transmitted in December, and a final report



tn April or May The first was intended principally
to assist the Department of Finance in developing
cost-of-living adjustments presented in the Gover-
nor's Budget, while the second was used by the Leg-
1slative Analyst and the legislative fiscal commit-
tees during budget hearings. Each of them com-
pared faculty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits
m Califorma’s public four-year segments with those
of other 1nstitutions (both within and outside of
California) for the purpose of maintaining a com-
petitive position. In 1985, the Commission obtained
approval to publish only one report each year on
university faculty salaries,

Meanwhile, 1n 1979, the Office of the Legislative
Analyst had asked the Commission to prepare per-
odic reports on faculty salaries 1n the California Co-
munity Colleges and in the Unmversity of Califor-
nig’s medical schools, and in 1982 the Legislative
Analyst requested an annual report on administra-
tive salaries in the two university systems. As a re-
sult, the Commission each summer publishes an an-
nual supplemental report on academic salarieas that
discusses community college faculty salaries in
Califorma and administrators’ salaries in Califor-
nia’s two public universities compared to those 1n
umversities nationally; but it stopped production of
reports on medical school faculty salaries in 1990,
when the Legislative Analyst determined that
those data, which were an expensive burden to the
University of California to collect, were no longer
necessary.

Changes 1n scope and methodology
during the Commusswn’s first decade

Over ite first decade, the Commission made 1ts fac-
ulty salary reports more and more comprehensive.
Ornginally the reports provided only comparnsen 1n-
stitution data, but later they were expanded to 1n-
clude summariez of economic conditions, compan-
gons with other professional workers; discussions of
supplemental income and business and mdustnal
competition for talent; and analyses of collective
bargaming

For example, 1n the late 19708 and early 1980s, the
Commssion’s faculty salary reports included com-
prehensive surveys of economie conditions and sal-
aries paid in other occupational fields because data
had shown that faculty salaries at most institutions
of higher education across the country were not

keeping pace with changes 1n the cost-of-living or
with salary increases granted to other professional
workers Since faculty salaries in California are
based primarily on interinstitutional comparsons,
those at the Umversity of California and the Cali-
formia State Umiversity were undergoing an eco-
nomic erosion comparable to that experienced by
public universities nationally That erosion made it
increasingly difficult to recruit the most talented
teachers and researchers, especially in competition
with the substantially higher salaries generally
available 1n business and industry. Consequently,
in order to provide the Governor and the Legisla-
ture with as much information as possible on a com-
plex situation, the Commission expanded con-
siderably the scope of those salary analyses.

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory
commsittee consisting of representatives from the
segments, the Department of Finance, the Office of
the Legislative Anelyst, and other interested par-
ties to review the methodology under which the sal-
ary reports are prepared each year That commut-
tee’s deliberations led to a number of substantive
revisions that were approved by the Commssion 1n
March 1986 in Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons —~ including cre-
ation of a new list of comparison mstitutions for the
State University, production of only a single report
rather than a prehminary and a final report, and
provision of University of California medical facul-
ty salary information biennially rather than annu-
ally

Recent changes 1n methodology

Four years ago, due primanly to 1ssues of confiden-
tiality and technical difficulties in collecting data 1n
a timely fashion, the advisory committee met to
consider changes in the methodology The commit-
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology
at that meeting to address those 1ssues The Com-
miesion acted on those recommendations when it
adopted 1ts report, Facully Salary Remisions A Re-
vision of the Commussion’s 1985 Methodology for
Preparing Iis Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad-
mimstratwe Salaries and Fringe Benefits, \n June
1987.

At that time, the University of California agreed to
continue to use the eight comparison 1nstitutions it
had uged for the past 16 years. After further anal-



yzing salary trends at these eight institutiens later
in the summer, however, the University deter-
mined that the economic situation, especially 1n the
midwest, had adversely affacted at least one of its
comparison mnstitutions -- the Unmiversity of Wiscon-
sin, Madison -- causing only marginal increases n
itas faculty salaries in contrast to increases else-
where. Furthermore, the University sought to
build into 1ts list of comparison mstitutions a “com-
petitive edge” -- an amount of between 3 and 34 per-
cent that was added to the computed panty figure
during the 1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88 fiscal
years. Thus “in the best interest of the University
and the State,” it formally requested the Commis-
sion to approve the substitution of the University of
Virginua for the University of Wisconsin and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell
Umversity As part of this proposal, 1t agreed to
abandon requests for the 1988-89 and subsequent
fiscal years for “competitive edge” funds, noting
that the traditional methodology of projected lag to
parity would be sufficient, given the new compari-
son group The Commuission approved this change
1n the Univergity’s comparison institutions at its
February 1988 meeting

Three years ago, the Commission again considered
changes in its methodology when 1t responded to
Supplemental Budget Language to the 1988-89
Budget Act that directed it to convene its salary
methodology advisory committee 1n order to evalu-
ate whether the estimated average sslaries at the
State Univermty's comparison mstitutions should
be adjusted for the full effect, rather than the exist-
ing partial effect, of law school faculty among 1ts
comparison institution group. The Commission was
also directed to determine the appropriateness of re-
taining any effect of law achool faculty employed by
comparison nstitutions when computing a final
State University faculty salary parity figure, and to
provide a justification for it.

In June 1989, the Commission adopted the recom-
mendation of 1ta advisory committee that for pur-
poses of reporting comparable “academic” salary 1n-
formation for both the State University and ite com-
parison 1nstitutions, all law faculty should be re-
moved from the methodology used for computing
the State University’s parity figure during the
1991-92 budpget cycle — the year in which the collec-
tive bargaining agreement between the faculty and
the administration expired. This year’s report con-

tinues to reflect the exclusion of comparison-insti-
tution law faculty

In removing comparison institution law faculty,
however, it was clear that the State Unmiversity’s
competitiveness in the marketplace would be un-
dermined 1n that its 1nstructional budget in the
1988-89 budget year would be reduced by approxi-
mately $7 5 mullion because of a reduction in the
calculation of its panty figure Recogmzing the
dangers umplicit 1n this reduction -- especially its
impact on the recruitment and retention of faculty
-- the Commussion considered a modest change in
the State University’s group of comparison 1nstitu-
tions 1n order to recover approximately one-half of
the estimated revenue loss attributed to the remov-
al of comparison institution law faculty In Septem-
ber 1989, the Commssion called for deleting three
existing comparison institutions -- Virginia Poly-
technic Institute, the University of Bridgeport, and
Mankato State Umversity -- and replacing them
with three new institutions -- the University of
Connecticut, George Mason University, and Nlinois
State University This year’s report continues to re-
flect this change 1n comparison institutions.

Weighting of comparison institutions
for the University and State University

In its 1987 report on faculty salares, the Commia-
sion 1ncluded a discussion of the difference between
the methodologies used by the University of Cali-
forma and the Cahfornia State University for deter-
mining their respective parity figures, and the
Commission reviews the most significant difference
here -- the weighting of comparison institution data
-- because of recent questions regarding it.

The Califormia State Umiversity weights each com-
parison institution’s data 1n terms of the individual
staffing patterns at that institution. Thus larger in-
stitutions have a more significant impact on the
parity figure, in that the salanes paid to the faculty
at these nstitutions contnbute a higher amount
proportionately to the parity calculation.

In contrast, the Umversity of California assigns an
equal value to each of its comparison institutions
regardless of size. In other words, each institution
carries the same “weight” as each of the others.



Normally, the Commission would apply the State
University methodology to the Umversity, smce 1t
more accurately reflects the salaries paid to the to-
tal market of faculty used in the companson; but
such a practice 1s questionable for the University’s
comparison group for several reasons:

o First, the public institutions in the Umversity's
comparison group are quite large -- large enough
that weighting salares by the number of their
faculty would substantially reduce the 1nfluence
of the private institutions

e Second, there 15 no evidence from data on the ori-
gins and destinations of faculty that more ex-
changes of faculty occur between the University
of Califorma and public institutions than with
private institutions. Accordingly, it cannot be
concluded that the public institutions’ larger size
gve them a more prominent role in the recruit-
ing market than the private institutions.

¢ Third, the University of California has long oper-
ated under what 18 known as the “star system,”
which refers to a recruiting process designed to
attract and retain the most pre-eminent teachers
and researchers in a given discipline Institu-
tional size has little to do with the success or fail-
ure to recruit a particular “star.” Thus it can be
argued that Yale, with only 652 faculty, 18 a8
strong a competitor for a particular individual as
18 the Umversity of Illinois with 1,856 faculty.
Because of this equality, or near equality, in re-
cruiting ability, it has always seemed prudent to
the Commission to accord the salaries paid to
Harvard, Stanford, Yale and MIT an equal
weight with those paid at the State University of
New York at Buffalo and the Universities of Ilh-
noig, Michigan, and Virginia.

This difference in weighting between the California
State University and the University of Califorma
has been acceptable to all parties involved, except
for the Legislative Analyst. At the Analyst's re-
quest, the Cammigsion has included this description
and rationale for differential weighting

Recent trends in faculty salaries

In the seven years between 1984-85 and 1990-91,

the salary deficiencies experienced by faculty in
California’s two public universities were corrected
vis-a-vie most other comparable occupations, as
were those of most other 1nstitutions of higher edu-
cation across the country Ihsplay 1 on page 7
shows the parnty figures that the Commission de-
rived for the University and State University
throughout the 1980s, and compares those figures
with the amounts actually approved by the Gover-
nor and Legislature, along with percentage in-
creases in both the national and Cahfornia Con-
sumer Price Indicee The display shows that in
1983-84 and 1984-85, both the Umiversity and State
University sigmficantly lagged their comparison
mstitutions. Although other institutions through-
out the country experienced similar salary erosion,
University and State Unmversity faculty salaries de-
clined even further 1n relation to their comparison
groups.

In the seven years since then, strong performances
m the State’s and national economies generated
State revenues sufficient to restore faculty salaries
to levels where the segments were then better able
to compete with private business and industry
Clearly, the State of California during that time
showed a commitment to maintain the excellence of
both the University of Califormia and the California
State University by regularly improving the re-
sources available to these segments As a result,
there was less need for the extensive economic con-
ditions and occupational salary data that the Com-
miasion published in prior years

Because of severe State revenue shortfalls in 1991-
92, however, the Governor's Budget provided no
cost-of-hving 1ncreases for faculty salaries at either
the Umversity of California or the Cahfornia State
Umversity for the current fiscal year Moreover, no
salary cost-of-Living increases are being provnided by
the Governor for the forthcoming 1992-93 fiscal
year. Therefore, if the State’s current fiscal cnsis
continues through this year, 1t may again be neces-
sary for the Commission to present once agamn in
the future an extensive analysis of economic condi-
tions, as well as the type of renew of occupational
salary information that it presented in previous
years, since the salaries paid to University and
State University faculty are again likely to signifi-
cantly lag behind those paid to their comparison in-
stitution counterparts



DISPLAY 1 Comparisons of Faculty Salary Panty Adjustment Calculations by the Commussion
with Actual Percentage Increases Provided in State Budgets and Unuted States and
California Fiscal Year Consumer Price Indices 1979-80 Through 1992-93

United States Calhforma
University of Califirmia The Califorma State Umiversity  Consumer Price Index  Consumer Price Index
Year Commsion Budget Commismion Budget (Fiscal Year) (Fiacal Year)
1979-80 12.6% 14 5% 10 1% 14 5% 14 4% 14 9%
1980-81 5.0 98 08 9.8 99 11.6
1981-82 58 60 05 60 69 10.8
1982-83 9.8 00 23 00 3.2 2.2
1983-84 1856 70 9.2 6.0 4.4 37
1984-85 10.6 9.0 76 10.0 37 53
1985-86 6.5 96 NA 105 17 3.6
1986-87 14 50 69 68 38 3.3
1987-88 20 56 692 69 39 44
1988-89 30 30 47 47 52 4.8
1989-90 4.7 4.7 48 48 5.0 4.9
1990-91 48 48 49 49 55 53
1991-92 3.5 0.0 41 0.0 3 4 (estumated) 5 6 (estamated)
1992-93 6.7 00 60 00 3 6 (projected 3 6 (projected)

NA. No panty adjustment was compuied for the State Umversity for the 1985-86 year

Note Some of the percentage increases provided in the Budget were for a peniod of time less than a full year There have been

changer m both the University and State University companson groups over this time, and there was a change 1n the State
Umnuveraity’s computation methodology in 1985

Sources Consumer Price Index Commussion on State Finance Remswnder Califormia Posteecondary Education Commssion.



Projected Salaries Required for Parity
at California’s Public Universities

IN THIS PART of the report, the Commission uses
faculty salary information from the University’s
and State University’s comparison mstitutions to
project the salames required for parity in Calfor-
n1a’s two public universities.during 1992-93

University of California

In November 1991, the Regents of the University of
California requested the Governor and the Legsla-
ture to approve funding sufficient to grant Univer-
sity faculty an average salary increase of approxi-
mately 7.0 percent, based on data from seven of ita
eight comparnson institutions. Subsequent recept
of data from the eighth university showed that this
number should be approximately 6 7 percent. This
percentage 1ncrease 18 needed for the University to
maintam parity in its faculty salaries with those
eight institutions,

Projected salaries

Because the methodology for these calculations 1s
based on changes over the most recent five-year pe-
rod, Display 2 on page 10 shows the average sal-
aries by rank at the comparison institutions 1n
1986-87 and 1991-92, a8 well as the Umiversity’s po-
sition 1n each of these two years It indicates that,
over the past five years, at the rank of professor, the
University held the fifth position 1n both years, 1m-
proved 1ts position from fifth to fourth at the agsoc-
ate professer level, but slipped from zecond to fifth
at the assistant professor level

This latter decrease in relative rank of Umversity
ladder rank faculty may be misleading, however, in
that in 1986-87 the University received special
“margin-of-excellence” funds that added 3 6 percent
to that year's parity figure, thus improving the Uni-
versity's overall position in relation to 1ts compan-
son group of nstitutions in that year. Furthermore,

last year, the University made a concerted budget
decision not to fund merit salary increases for 1ts
faculty, thereby further increasing the lag between
1t8 faculty and the comparison group at the assis-
tant professor level.

Despite this decline 1n the University’s rank for as-
sistant professor salaries, compensation provided to
entry-level assistant professors 1s st1ll almost equal
to the average compensation of the comparisen
group. Since many of the University’s new faculty
members will be hired at this level, 1t is important
that it maintain that competitive position for the
hinng of new young faculty.

Because the Univeraity's faculty did not receive a
salary increages in 1991-92, and because a signifi-
cant number of high paid faculty retired from the
system, the average salaries for each rank shown 1n
Display 2 for academic year 1991-92 are actually
less than the salaries earned by the faculty in the
1990-91 academic year Although this phenomenon
15 likely to be temporary, it 1s another variable that
contributes to the University’s lag this year. Keep-
ing these caveats 1n mind, Display 3 on page 11
shows the panty calculations for the 1992- 93 fiscal
year, which indicate that the Umiversity will re-
quire an inerease of 6.72 percent to maintain parity
at the mean of 1ts comparison group

Conversion factors

An important element 1n denving institutional
average selaries 18 the factor used to convert
eleven-month salaries to nine-month salaries In
most cases, this conversion is derived by dividing
nine by eleven to produce a factor of 0.8182.
Historically, however, the Umiversity has used a
conversion factor of 0 86 to adjust its eleven-month
salares to nine-month salaries To assure consis-
tency, the Commission applies the 0 86 factor to
each of the University’s comparison institutions
Dieplay 4 on page 12 shows the University’s 1991-



DISPLAY 2 Unwersity of Califorria Comparison Institution Average Salaries and Ranking,
1986-87 and 1991-92

Comparigon Institution Professor Associate Professor Asmstant Professor
1986-87

Institution H $68,349(1) $38,248(8) $33,625 (6)
Institution A 65,888 (2) 46,178 (1) 36,773 (1)
Institution D 63,6556 (3) 38,570(7) 30,636 (9)
Institution F 62,400 (4) 43,900 (2) 35,700 (3)
University of California 61,983 (5) 41,010 () 36,126 (2)
Institution B 59,000 (6) 39,900 (6) 32,000(8)
Institution C 58,1797 41,931 (3) 33,504 (6)
Institution E 54,322 (8) 41,745 (4) 34,924 (4)
Institution G 53,366 (9) 37,544 (9) 32,310(7)
Comparison

Institution Average $60,645 $41,002 $33,659

1991-92

Institution H $89,974 (1) $50,751 (B) $46,984 (3)
Institution A 85,679 (2) 60,850 (1) 47,703 (2}
Institution F 84,527 () 60,203 (2) 49,440(1)
Institution D 82,174 (4) 51,001 (5) 40,998 (6)
University of California 75,810 (5) 52,062 (4) 43,622 (5)
Institution C 72,389 (6) 50,176 (T) 39,993 (8)
Institution E 71,464 (T 53,220(3) 45,2654 (4)
Institution B 68,262 (8) 47,224 (8) 38,647 (9)
Institution G 64,586 (9) 45,940(9) 40,451 (7)
Comparison

Institution Average $77,382 $52,421 $43.684

Source Office of the President, Utuversity of Cahiforma
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DISPLAY 3

University of California Comparison Group Average Salares, 1986-87 and 1991-92,

Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Averege Salaries, 1992-93,
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1992-93 Staffing Patterns

Comparisan Group Companson Group Comparigson Group
Average Salaries Average Salaries Compound Rate Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1986-87 1991-92 of Increase 1992-93
Professor $60,645 $77,382 4.995% $81,247
Associate Professor 41,002 52,421 5036 55,061
Assistant Professor 33,659 43,684 5.352 46,022
Percentage Increase Required 1n
University of Cahiformia Average
Umveraity of Salaries to Equal the Comparison
Califorma Companson Group Average Salaries Inatitution Average
Actual Average
Academic Rank Salaries 1991-92  Actual 1991-92 Projected 1992-93 Actual 1991-92 Projected 1992-93
Professor $75,810 $77,382 $81,247 207% 7.17%
Associate Professor 52,062 53,421 55,061 069 5.76
Asgistant Professor 43,622 43,684 46,022 014 5.50
All Ranks Averages
(UC Staffing) 364,528 $65,551 $68,862 1 59% 6 72%
Institutional Budgat
Year Staffing Pattern Associate Assistant
{Full-Time-Equivalent) Profesaor Professor Professor Total
Unversity of California 3,367 1,097 1,163 5,627
Comparizon Institutions 4,390 58 1,969.73 1,892 95 8,253.26

Source Urnivermty of Califorma, Office of the Premdent, reproduced in Appendix E

92 salary schedule, with the actual conversions

University faculty paid above scale

Display 5 on page 13 shows data for Unmiveraity of
California nine-month professors, excluding medi-
cal and law school faculty,who were paid 1n excess
of $100,000 for the past three years These faculty
members are often Nobel Laureates, Field Medal
Scholars, Pulitzer Prize winners, National Acade-

my of Science scholars, or other premier researchers
and teachers in their field

In 1989-90, 146 faculty appeared in this category.
Of these, 35 were in the humanities or social se1-
ences, 57 were in the physical or hfe sciences, 43
were 1n engineering, and 11 were 1n the discipline
of management In addition, the salaries of 20
eleven-month professors exceeded $100,000, but
their nine-month equivalent was under that
amount



DISPLAY 4 Unwersuty of California 1991-92 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and Eleven-Month

Faculty, with Percentage Differences*

Nine-Month
Facultyby Rank Stepl Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step6 Step 7 Step 8
Professor $51,400 $55,400 $60,700 $66,400 $72,200 $78,300 $84,600 $91,300
Associate
Professor 43,100 45,700 48,300 51,300 55,300 N/A N/A N/A
Assistant
Professor 35,900 37,400 38,800 40,500 43,000 45,600 N/A N/A

Eleven-Month
Facultyby Rank Stepl Step 2 Step3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8
Professor $59,600 $64,300 $70,400 $77,000 $83,800 $90,800 $98,100 $106,000
Asgsociate
Professor 50,000 53,000 55,900 59,500 64,200 N/A N/A N/A
Assistant
Professor 41,600 43,300 45,100 47,000 49,900 52,900 N/A N/A
Percentage
Infference by Overall
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step ¢ Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Averape

Professor 8624% B86.16% 8622% 86.23% 86.16% 8623% 86.24% 86.13%
Associate
Professor 86 20 86.22 86 40 86 22 86.14 N/A N/A N/A
Assistant
Professor 86.30 86.37 86 03 86.17 87.17 86 20 N/A N/A
Average B625% 86.26% 8§622% B86.21% 8649% B8622% B8624% B86.13% 8625%

*Add betweenl0 and 30 percent for selected business/management and engineenng faculty

Source University of Caldormua, Office of the President

The lighest 1989-90 median salary — $106,300 --
was paid 1 engineering, while the highest overall
salary -- $122,100 -- was paid in the physical sci-
ences. Only two women and three non-Whate facul-
ty earned 1n excess of $100,000 that year.

In 1991, 306 faculty (more than twice the number
from last year) appeared in the over $100,000 cate-
gory Of these, 78 were in the humanities or social
sciences, 93 were 1n the physical or life sciences, 115
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were 1n engineering, and 20 were 1n the disciphne
of management

The higheat 1990-31 median salary -- $108,800 --
was paid 1n management, compared to engineering
in 1989-90 Simularly, the highest overall salary --
$129,000 -- was paid in management, compared to
the physical sciences a year prior Only one woman
earned in excess of $100,000, while 29 non-Whites
earned this amount.



DISPLAY 5 Unwersity of California 1991-92 Nune-Month Faculty Salanes Above $100,000, for

1990, 1991, and 1992

Year Drwsaphne Number
1989-90 Humanities 17

Life Sciences 10
Physical Bciences 47
Social Sciences 18
Management! 11
Engineering! 43

TOTAL 146
1990-91 Humanities 45
Life Sciences 14

Physical Sciencea 79
Social Sciences 33
Managementl 20
Engineeringl 115

TOTAL 306
1991-92 Humanties 40
Life Sciences 12

Physical Sciences 59
Social Saiences 26
Management! 16
Engineeringl 82
TOTAL 235

Salanes
High

$115,700
108,100
122,100
113,200
120,600
116,700

$124,800
119,600
127,000
117,700
129,000
122,800

$124,800
119,600
127,000
117,700
129,000
121,400

Methan
$103,800
104,500
104,300
103,800
105,200
106,300

$106,000
102,700
106,400
103,800
108,800
100,700

$106,400
106,400
106,200
103,400
108,800
100,700

Women

1

0
1
0
0
0

o O O O o -

o o = O o o

Charactenstics
Non-White

1

[— I — I ]

Qe W e o

26

e - e

N

Average Age
59

61
58
62
54
59

60
61
59
62
56
59

60
62
58
61
55
57

Note Eleven-month salaries have been converted to mne-month equivalent ealaries as 18 the practice 1n the University’s annual
report In addition to these faculty, the number with eleven-month salanes exceeding $100,000, but whose nine-month
aquivalent was under $100,000, was 20 1n 1989-80, 22 1n 1990-91, and 11 1n 1991-92.

1 Special scale

Source Univermity of Cabfornia, Office of the President.



In 1991-92, 235 faculty (71 fewer than last year) ap-
pear in the over $100,000 category. Of these, 66 are
in the humanities or social sciences, 71 are 1n the
physical or ife sciences, 82 are 1n engineening, and
16 are 1n the disciphne of management. In addition,
the salaries of 11 eleven-month professors exceeded
$100,000, but their nine-month equivalent was un-
der that amount

For 1991-92, the highest 1992 median salary --
$108,800 -- 18 being paid in management, the same
salary amount paid last year Simmlarly, the hgh-
est overall salary -- $129,000 -- 15 also the same as a
year prior. Again only one woman 1s earning 1n ex-
cess of $100,000, while 30 non-Whites are earning
this amount

Perhaps one of the most interesting facts shown 1n
these two displays 18 the average age of these facul-
ty, which currently ranges from 55 in management
to 62 1n the hfe sciences, suggesting that these
scholars have been employed by the University or
other academic 1nstitutions for many vears. Con-
sidering that the average age of these high-paid
scholars 18 already high, it is fair to suggest that
many of these scholars will ba retiring during the
next five to ten years.

Effects of the Unwersity’s Voluntary
Early Retirement Incentive Program

For the fiscal year 1991-92, the University of Cali-
forma offered 1ts faculty who were members of the
University of California Retirement System an ear-
ly retirement program known as the Voluntary
Early Retirement Incentive Program or “VERIP,” 1n
which employees were given five years additional
service credit at their time of retirement Because
of this significant service credit incentive, many fac-
ulty chose to retire -- 575 of some 1,820 tenured lad-
derand equivalent rank faculty, including those em-
ployed by professional schools such as law and med-
1cine, who were eligible to do so, constituting 31 6
percent of the eligible pool (p. 47 of Appendix E)

The implications of this massive retirement caused
the Umiversity to offer many of these faculty the op-
portunity to return to their campuses as retired an-
nuitants to teach and/or conduct research, Of those
faculty who retired, approximatsly one-third were
recalled. Under the guidelines established for those
faculty who opted to return to their campuses as re-
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tired annuitants (Appendix E), these retired faculty
1n essence were limited to earning no more than ap-
proximately 42 percent of their last annual regular
income 1n addition to their regular retirement 1n-
come, Despite thig limitation, many faculty saw
significant benefit 1n returning to their campuses 1n
order to earn additional income and/or to maintain
therr individual commitments to their institution

Implications of early and impending retirements

Because of these early retirements and because the
Univergity continues to seek the finest researchers
from throughout the country, the University has
had to expend significant resources 1n recent years
1n order to attract or replace “super star” scholars to
its campugee Clearly, not all new hires are or
should be made at the highest levels. But as the
premier research system 1n the world, the Univers:-
ty has had to hire many high-level faculty from both
the private sector or other prestigious institutions
to replenish sumilar faculty who have retired or
moved to other institutions, at salaries well above
the average paid to full professors 1n general.

When hired, these faculty are compensated at levels
far above the regular salary compensation provided
by the State for “vacant” faculty positions, (Cur-
rently, for vacant positions, the State provides
$38,800 -- Assistant Professor, Step 3, with engi-
neering and business/management faculty starting
at 10 percent more than this average.) Although
most of these scholars are not paid 1n excess of
$100,000, many are paid et salaries equal to if not
greater than those they earned at either the campus
or private research facihity from which they came --
an amount far in excess of the $38,800 provided by
the State

The mmplications for the University of its policy of
hiring the best and brightest are apparent It must
find from within existing resources the difference
between the $38,800 provided by the State and the
compensation actually paid to the faculty member.
In doing s0, the University often uses resources al-
located to other exieting faculty vacancies in order
to fund a single high-paid faculty position. When
this occurs, those “other vacancies” remain unfilled,
or are filled by temporary faculty; thus instruction-
al activities in the department from which those re-
sources are taken may be undermined.



Throughout the next decade, even more of the Um-
versity’s high paid scholars will be retiring and en-
rollment growth will continue to be significant
Dunng this time, the University anticipates a need
for nearly 10,000 new faculty. The situation of real-
locating resources among departments will become
severe If the University is to continue to attract pre-
mier scholars and the State funds vacancies at only
entry-level salaries. As part of 1ts long-range plan-
nmng for faculty, the Commission will continue to
explore the need of adequate faculty salary re-
sources to maintain the continuing competitiveness
of the University’s faculty.

The California State University

Shifts in rank

Prior to last year, and principally because of salary
increases granted in the four years 1987-88 through
1990-91, the State Unmiversity had improved 1ts
competitive position nationally. Displays 6 and 7
on pages 16 and 17 show average salaries at 1ts com-
parison institutions in 1986-87 and 1991-92, as well
as the State University faculty’s relative position on
each het These displays indicate that while the
State Umivergity's ladder faculty ranked tenth at
the professor level, seventh at the associate profes-
sor level, ninth at the assiatant professor level, and
seventh at the instructor level in 1986-87, its posi-
tion m 1991-92 had deteriorated at the professor
level to thirteenth position, but improved to be-
tween sixth and eighth for the other faculty ranks.
These improvements for the lecturer through asso-
ciate ranks were in spite of no cost-of-living 1n-
creases being awarded in 1991-92

Because of the large number of State University
faculty at the full-professor level, the all-ranks
weighted average places the faculty in sixth posi-
tion 1n 1991-92, down from fourth position 1n 1986-
87. Except for the full professor level, if something
near this ranking continues, and assuming parity
salary increases will again be awarded sometime 1n
the near future, the State University will continue
to be in a competitive pogition in the years ahead,
when many new faculty are expected to be hired 1n
that system.

The relatively strong upward movement 1n the
State University’s ranking among 1ts comparison
tnstitutions may have been influenced by the fact
that its group of comparison institutions were
changed last year The thres new institutions 1n
the revised group have a higher salary base and
may have experienced greater salary increases
than the three institutions that appeared on the for-
mer list.

Estimating for non-reporting institutions

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that
the State University encountered considerable diffi-
culty in 1ts attempts to obtain rehable data from all
1ts comparison institutions, Several institutions de-
clined to participate with the annual survey, while
others were not prepared to supply the data 1n a
timely fashion After the advisory committee was
reconvened in 1986 to discuss this problem, it unan-
imously approved replacements for those institu-
tions that would not provide data.

Following that meeting, State Umversity officials
worked to develop relationships with personnel at
the comparison mnstitutions, but 1t scon became evi-
dent that complete current- year data could not be
obtained from all of them in November of each year,
nor from any other hist of institutions that could
conceivably be established, because many universi-
t1es do not make computer runs of their faculty pay-
rolls until after the November deadline required by
the current methodology Because the Department
of Finance requests this information by December 5
of each year for consideration in the Governor's
Budget, estimates continue to be necessary for
those 1nstitutions not supplying current-year infor-
mation

Inits attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
posaible, State University officials analyzed the dif-
ferences between the cost-of-living adjustments pro-
Jected to be given to faculty and those actually dis-
tnbuted to them This analysis showed that the ac-
tual changes 1n any institution’s average salaries
mncreased by only about 35 percent of the projected
percentage increase -- a difference caused by
changes 1n staffing patterns at the institutions in-
volved. Accordingly, the State University suggest-
ed that when current-year data cannot be obtained,
but the projected cost-of-living adjustment 18
known, this percentage be multiplied by 0 95 Com-
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DISPLAY 6

Institution

Institutron J
Institution N
Institution Q@
Instatution B
Institution K
Institution P
[nstitution I
Institution A

Inatatution F

The Cahfornia
State Umversity

Instaitution T
Instatution C
Institution D
Instatution 8
Institution R
Institution G
Institution M
Institution O
[nstitution E
Institution L

Instatution H

Companson

Instatution Totals

Californta State University Comparison Institutiorn Salary Data, by Rank, 1986-87
Asgociate

Professor

No
105

224

888

527

367

91

71

460

262

7,450

257

82

12

287

114

148

117

169

270

Avorage
Salary

359,876 (1)
57,688(2)
56,012(9
53,100 (4}
52,848 (B)
51,399(6)
51,306 (D
49,923 (8)

49,420(9)

49,077(10}

48,479 (11)
47,620 (12)
47,286 (13)
46,949 (14)
46,800 (15
46,400 (16)
44643017
43,239(18)
42,017(19)
41,109(20)

40,200 (21)

4,190 $49,883

Professor

No
139

242

401

332

287

126

110

432

250

2,627

295

56

221

302

197

210

114

234

102

19

211

Average
Salary

$43,211(1)
42,0021(2)
41,009(3)
39,400 (4)
38,198 (8)
36,794 (8)
26,519 (11)
38,606 (5

36,654(10)

37,900(7)

35,938(16)
36,655(9)
36,159(14}
36,488(13)
36,000(15)
36,500(12)
35,667(1T)
32,575(20)
33,340(19)
21,5613(21)

32,40K18)

4,289 $37.417

Source The Califorma State University, Office of the Chancellor

16

Apsistant
Professor

No
99

137

319

196

242

73

89

291

165

1,417

178

72

93

145

163

158

81

145

26

212

2,968

Average
Salary

$35,434(1)
31,81006)
33,254(9
33,400(2)
33,127(4)
29,706(15)
30,572(10)
32,067(5)

29,807(12)

30,858 (9

31.256(7)
28,888(18)
28,793(14)

30,896(8)
30,500(11)
29,1000(17)
29,491(16)
27,861(19)
28,799(13)
26,856(21)

27,000(20)

330,986

Instructor

No
18

0

26

13

14

49

175

11

11

14

26

322

Average
Salary

$26,759 (8)
1]
29,783(1)
28,800(4)
26,689(6)
25,227(10}
22,081(17)
24,491(12)

22,382(16)

28,370 (7)

28,730(6)
29,380(2)
24,640(11)
22,9459(14)
25,600(9)
29,300(3)
24,280(13)
22,833(15)
20,206(18)
0

¢

$24.997

Total Faculty

No
361

803

1,134

1068

910

295

aig

1,21%

712

11,689

741

213

471

746

542

14

552

296

93

693

11,769

Weighted
Average
Salary

$45,066 (2)
45,614 (1)
43,735 (5)
44,930 (3)
42,418(6)
39,310{9)

36,933 (17
40,8089(7

39,063(10)

43,984(4)

39,056(11)
38,148(12)
36,850(14)
39,229(8)
36,385(16)
36,701(156)
37,34413)
34,628(19)
34,233(20)
34,884(18)

33,787(21)

$38,803



DISPLAY 7 Califorraa State University Companson Instiution Selary Data, by Rank, 1991-92

Asmatant
Profesaor

Professor

Average
Instatutaom No Salary
Institution J 106 $78,150 (1)
Institution Q 437 76,643 (D
[nstitutien R 166 72,415 (3)
Inatitution N 246 T1,3%4 (4)
Institutaon P 101 69,840(5)
Instatutzon B 500 67,856 (6)
Instatution I 82 65,148(7)
Institution G 143 64,300 (8)
Institution K 447 63,903 (B
[nstitution S 270 63,392 (10)
Institution C 87 63,078 (11)
Instituton M 133 60,972 (12)
The California 7264 60,897 (13)
State University
Instatution F 238 60,061 (14)
Institution A 531 59,567 (15
Institution D 145 68,6561 (16)
Institution L 48 058,514(17
Inatitution E 57,448 (18)
Institutren T 259 56,605 (19)
Instatutron O 181 56,500 (20)
Instatutaon H 293 50,663 (21)
Comparnson
Institution Totals 4511 $64,000

Asgociate
Profeasor

No
130

384

257

229

113

297

120

219

347

258

71

126

2,258

248

479

223

21

110

294

189

4,353

Average
Salary

$59,067 (1)
54,272 (2)
49,228 (T)
52,028 (4)
50,778 {5)
52,427 {(3)
44,787 (13)
48,300 (9)
45,581 (12)
48,918 (8)
46,374 (11)

46,464 (10}

49,354 (6)

43,461 (18)
44,646 (15)
44,672 (14)
43,846 (17
44,146 (16)
42,714 (20}
42,734 (19

39,501 (21)

$47,329

Source: The Cahformuia State Unaversity, Office of the Chancellor

No
78

324

167

147

73

244

102

173

201

219

78

101

1,943

209

358

13

112

221

125

2566

Average
Salary

$49,396 (1)
45,341 (2)
40,778 (T
39,079 (14)
41,266 (B)
42,488 (4)
38,241 (13)
39,600 (10)
38,264 (16}
43,398 (3)
40,117 (8

38,392 (12)

40,607 @)

36,910 (1M
38,856 (15)
37,153 (18)
36,713 (20)
39,820(9)
39,494 (11}
37,467 (1T

33,748 (21)

3,369 $39,026

Instructor

No
8

18

14

21

13

118

21

17

26

262

Average
Salary

$34,350(4)
45,867 (1)
32,367 (T

0

]
42,216 (2)
30,035 (14)
37,600 (3}
30,539 (12)
28,440(16)
31,000 (11)

31,434 (10)

32,3560 (8)

26,620 (1N

32,246 (9)

30,059 (13)

32,820 (D)

26,960 (15

82,747 (6)
0

0

$32,675

Total Faculty

No
322

1,163

625

622

287

1,066

M7

556

1,008

T80

238

364

11,673

729

1,389

616

113

a7

T81

5456

738

12,495

Weighted
Average
Salary

$62,392 (1)
60,060 (2)

52,120(8)
66,827 (4)

656,064(6)
67,307 (3)
46,326(16)
49,300 (12)
52,063 (8)
52,435 (1
60,300 (10)

49,593(11)

54,908(6)

46,217(17
48,677(13)
46,210(18)
47,2656(14)
46,481(20)
46,320 (16)
46,098(19)

41,894(21)

$61,044
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plete current-year data for this year's report were
obtained for 16 institutions, with estimated 1991-92
cost-of-living adjustments supplied for the remain-
ing four.

Consistent with 1ts methodology, reductions of 0 2
percent for turnover and promotions, and (.53 per-
cent to reflect an additional appropriation for merit
salary adjustments, are included in the calculation.
The first 18 unchanged from last year’s cycle, while
the second is reduced to 0.53 percent from last
year’s estimate of 0.54 percent. With these two ad-
Justments, the projected 1992-93 State University
party calculation equals 6.04 percent as shown 1n
Display § on page 19,

Conversion factor

As with the Unmiversity of California, one of the re-
quired calculations to derive an average salary fig-
ure for each comparison institution is a conversion
from eleven-month to nmine-month faculty, since all
average salaries are based on nine-month contracts.
In its annual report on the economic status of the
profession, the American Association of Umversity
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Professors (AAUP) uses a factor of 0.8182 -- a figure
derived by dividing nine by eleven In some cases,
however, mnstitutions use different conversion fac-
tors to build their budgets, and these are all speci-
fied by the AAUP in footnotes to 1ts report and used
to denve average salary figures In many cases,
especially 1n independent institutions, no pubhished
salary schedules or institutional conversion factors
exist, since all faculty contracts are negotiated indi-
vidually in terms of both length of annual service
and compensation. In these cases, all conversions
used to derive average salaries are artificial, and
the AAUP sumply applies the 0.8182 factor as a rea-
sonable estimate.

In the State University, as shown tn Display 9 on
page 20, the actual relationship between eleven-
month and nine-month faculty is about 0 87 per-
cent, but for the purposes of the annual salary re-
ports, and reporting to the AAUP, the 0.8182 figure
continues to be used for the purposes of assuring
analytical consistency with the comparison 1nstitu-
tions.



DISPLAY 8 California State Unwersity Faculty Salary Panty Calculations, 1992-93 (Comparison
Institution Average Salaries, 1986-87 and 1991-92; Five-Year Compound Rates of

Increase;

Comparison Institution 1991-92 Projected Salaries, State Unwersity 1991-92

Average Salaries, 1992-93 Projected Percentoge Salary Deficiency, 1991-92 Staffing

Patterns)
Comparnaon Group Average Salaries Five-Year Compariecn Group
Weighted by Total Faculty at Each Percentage Rate of Projected Salariea
Acadenuc Rank 1986-87 Rank 199t 92 Change 1992-93
Professor §$49,883 $64,000 5.110% $67,270
Agsociate Professor 37,417 47,329 4,812 49,606
Assistant Professor 30,986 39,925 5.200 42,001
Instructor 24,997 32,675 5503 34,473
Cahforma Percentage Increase Required in C3U
State Umveraity Salaries to Equal the Companson
Average Salames Comparnson Group Average Salanes Institution Average
Academic Rank 1991-92 1991-92 1992.93 1991-92 1992-93
Professor $60,837 $64,000 $67,270 5 20% 1057%
Associate Profesaor 49,354 47,329 49,606 -4.10 051
Assistant Profesaor 40,597 39,925 42,001 -166 346
Instructor 32,3569 32,675 34473 098 6.53
All Ranks Average
Weighted by State
Universty Staffing $564,908 $56,386 $59,247 269% 7 Y%
Weighted by Comparison
Institution Staffing $50,782 $51,044 $53,616 052% 5.58%
Mean All Ranks
Average and Gross
Percentage Amount $52,845 $53,715 $56,431 1.65% 6 T9%
Adjustments
Turnover and Promotions -106 0.20%
Merit Award Adjustment -3569 0.53%
Net Parity Salary and Percent $55,966 604%
Institutional Associate Asaatant
Staffing Patterns Professor Professor Inatructor Total
The California State Unmiversity 2,258 1,943 118 11,673
Companson Institutiona 4,353 3,369 262 12,495

Source Office of the Chancellor, The Cahfornia State University, reproduced in Appendix F
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DISPLAY 9 California State Unwersity 1991-92 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and
Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences*

Nine-Month

Faculty by Rank Step1
Professor $50,532
Associate Professor 39,984
Aggistant Professor 31,764
Instructor 29,084

Eleven-Month

Facuity by Rank Step 1

Professor $58,176

Asgociate Professor 45,996

Assistant Professor 36,468
Instructor 33,240
Percentage

Ihiference by Rank Step1
Professor 86.86%
Associate Professor 86 93
Aasgistant Professor 87 10
Instructor 87 44
Average 87.08%

*Add 10 percent to each step for business and engineening faculty

Step 2
$52,932

41,904
33,240
30,348

Step 2
$60,960

48,192
38,208
34,824

Step 2
86.83%

86 95
87.00
8715

86 98%

Step 3
$565,488

43,896
34,824
31,764

Step 3
$63,948

50,532
39,984
36,468

Step 3
86 T71%

86 87
8709
8710

86.96%

Step 4
$58,176

45,996
36,468
33,240

Step 4
$67,020
52,932
41,904
38,208

Step 4
86 80%

86.90
87 03
87 00

86 93%

Step 5
$60,960

48,192
38,208
34,824

Step 6
$70,272

55,488
43,896
39,984

Step 5
86.75%

86 85
8704
87 09

86 93%

Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

$50,532 $52,932 $56,488
39,984 41,904 43,896

Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

$58,176 $60,960 $63,948
45,996 48,192 50,5632

Overall
Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Averape

N/A N/A N/A
8686% B8683% 86TT%
86 93 86 96 86 87

N/A N/A N/A

86.90% 8689% 86.82% 86.94%

Source Office of the Chancellor, The Califorma State University (Incremental Salary Adjuetment computed by the Cahiforma
Postaecondary Educatson Commission.)
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Appendix A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session,
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Resolution No.
250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has adopted a report of the
Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations as to salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the California
institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legslative Budget Committee found that the re-
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as 1t has been made previously to the Legislature
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the
Legislature's congideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor should re-
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education,
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis-
tently reported information as outlined specifically in the report adopted by the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include essential data
on the s1ze and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive bases for
comparng and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired
fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary income,
all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the state now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concurring, That
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 1n cooperation with the University of
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As-
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965.
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NOTE: The following material is readapted from
Chapter Two, “The Revised Methodology,” of the
second edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-
95: A Revigion of the Commussion’s 1977 Method-
ology for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty
and Administrative Selaries and Fringe Benefit
Costs; Commission Report 85-11; Second Edition
February 1988 (Sacramento: California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission, March 1985, pp. 7-16.

The following procedures will be employed by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringebenefitsin California public higher education.

1. Number and timing of reports

One report will be prepared by the Commission
each year. That report will contain current-year
data from both the University of Califorma’s and
the California State University’s comparison 1nsti-
tutions, such data to be submitted by the segments
to the Commission, the Department of Finance, and
the Legislative Analyst not later than December 5
each year The segmental submissions are to in-
clude total nine- and eleven-month expenditures,
and the number of faculty, at each rank specified in
Section 4 of this document for each comparison 1n-
stitution. Comparison institutions should be ident:-
fied only by letter code. Commission staff shall ver-
ify the accuracy of the segmental calculations and
report the results of its analysis to the Department
of Finance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst
on December 5, or the first working day following
December 5 if the latter falls on a weekend. The
Commission shall submit a report on the subject to
the Department of Finance and the Joint Legisla-

Appendix B

tive Budget Committee not later than February 15.

3. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage in-
creases (or decreases) for the forthcoming.fiscal
year 1n salaries and fringe benefit costs for Unmiver-
sity of California and California State University
faculty to achieve and maintain parity with com-
parison institution faculty at the ranks of professor,
associate professor, assistant professor, and (at the
State University only) inatructor. Parity 1s defined
as the mean of all salaries paid by the comparison
institutions as a whole at each rank. A separate list
of comparison institutions will be used by each of
the four-year California segments of higher educa-
tion.

3. Comparison institutions
University of California

Comparison institutions for the University of Cali-
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked (*),
w1ll be the following:

Harvard University*

Massachusetts Institute of Technology*
Stanford University*

State University of New York at Buffalo
University of lllinms, Urbana
Unmeversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor
University of Virgimia

Yale University*

The California State Uniwersity
Comparison institutions for the California State

University will be the following for the years 1987-
88 through 1996-97.
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Northeast

Bucknell University!

Rutgers the State University of New Jersey,
Newark?

State University of New York, Albany

Tufts University!

University of Brnidgeport !4

South

Georgia State University®

North Carolina State University

University of Maryland, Baltimore County

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University

North Central

Cleveland State University®

Loyola University, Chicago'?
Mankato State University

Wayne State University”
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

West

Arizona State University®

Reed College’

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern Californial®
University of Texas, Arlington

1 Independent instrtution.
2 Institution with law school.

Source: California Posteecondary Education Commuseion.

4. Faculty to be included and excluded
The Unwersity of California

Faculty to be included in the comparsons are thoae
at the ranks of professor, associate profeasor, and
assistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on nine- and eleven-
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools,
to the extent that these faculty are covered by sala-
Ty scales or schedules other than those of the regu-
lar faculty. Faculty on the special salary schedules
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for engineering, computer science, and business ad-
ministration will be included with the regular fac-
ulty,

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), depart-
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

The number of University faculty will be reported
on a full-time-equivalent baszis.

The California State University

Faculty to be included 1n the comparisons are those
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in-
structor, employed on nine- and eléven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department. chairmen, and
faculty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Fac-
ulty teaching seminar sessions or extension will be
excluded.

Fuinds appropriated for “outstanding professor
awards” will be included in the State Umiversity’s
mean salaries.

The number of State University and comparison in-
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba-
818,

5. Computation of comparison
institution mean salaries

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute mean
salaries in their respective groups of comparison 1n-
stitutions. The Commission will provide a detailed
explanation of these differences in its annual re-
port.

University of California

For the University’s comparison group, the mean
ealary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be
calculated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight.



The Califorrue State University

For the State University’s comparison group, the to-
tal actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de-
rive the mean salary for each rank.

6. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be
paid by the comparison institutions mn the budget
year, a five-year compound rate of change in sala-
ries will be computed uging actual salary data for
the current year and the fifth preceding year.

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by
rank, for their respective comparison groups as
gpecified in Section § above. Each will then calcu-
late the annual compound rate of growth at each
rank between the current year and the fifth year
preceding the current year. These rates of change
will then be used to project mean salaries for that
rank forward one year to the budget year.

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a compari-
son institution in a timely manner, the staffing pat-
tern and salary expenditure data from the prior
year will be used with the expenditures at each
rank being incremented by 95 percent of the antici-
pated current-year salary increase If current-year
staffing data are available, but not current-year sal-
ary expenditure data, the staffing data will be used
with the prior-year expenditures at each rank being
incremented by 100 percent of the anticipated
cwrrent-year salary increase.

When a comparizon institution does not supply both
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure
data, and when that institution does not anticipate
a general faculty salary increase in the current
year, the prior-year staffing and expenditure data
will be assumed to remain unchanged for the cur-
ront year.

When current year staffing and salary expenditure
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data
do not include a specified percentage to be granted

after July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expen-
ditures at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the
full extent of the planned adjustment.

When complete staffing and expenditure data are
available for neither the current nor prior years,
the most recent year for which complete data are
available will be used. In such a case, expenditures
at each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of
the anticipated salary expenditures increase for
each year in which complete data are unavailable.

If the University of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete
current-year staffing and salary expenditure data
from all of their respective comparison institutions
by December 5 of any year, a supplemental report
will be filed with the Commussion, the Department
of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst
as soon as the data become available, but not later
than April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such
update to include all additional data received since
December 5. If the comparison institution data re-
main incomplete as of the April 1 date, a final re-
port will be filed on June 30, or at such earlier time
as the University or the State University are able to
supply complete data.

7. Fringe benefits

On June 30, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter,
the Umversity of California and the California
State University shall submit reports on faculty
fringe benefits for the preceding fiseal year, such re-
ports to include the following information for their
own system and for each comparison institution:~

a. The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs; health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage); Social Security; and
life, unemployment, workers’ compensation, and
disability insurance;

b. The mean conimbution needed to fund the “nor-
mal costa” of the retirement systems; and

c. Any further information available, in addition
to the cost data, on actual benefits received.
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8. All-ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be caleulated for each
segment in the current year, and the comparison in-
stitutions’ mean salaries in the current and budget
years, by using the following procedures.

University of California

Both the University’s and ita comparison institu-
tions’ mean salaries at each rank will be weighted
by the University's projected budget-year staffing
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced
thereby will be compared and percentage differsn-
tials computed for both the current and budget
years. The percentage differential between the
University’s current year all-ranks mean salary
and the comparison group’s projected budget year
all-ranks mean salary will constitute the percent-
age amount by which Umversity salaries will have
to be 1ncreased (or decreased) to achieve parity with
the comparison group in the budget year.

The Califormia State University

Both the State University’s and its comparison 1n-
stitutions’ current-year staffing patterns will be
employed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so that
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived.
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni-
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the
State Universtty’s ataffing pattern and the second
by the comparisen group’s staffing pattern) will be
added together and divided by two to produce the
overall mean. Similarly, the current and budget-
year all-ranks mean salaries for the companson in-
stitutions will be added and divided by two to pro-
duce overall means for both the current and budget
years. The State University’s current-year all-
ranks mean salary will then be compared to the cur-
rent and budget-year comparison institution all-
ranks mean salary to produce both current and
budget-year parity percentages. The percentage
differential between the State University’s current-
year all-ranks mean salary and the comparison
group’s projected budget-year all-ranks mean sala-
ry will constitute the “Gross Percentage Amount”
by which State University salaries will need to be

26

increased or decreased to achieve panty with the
comparison group in the budget year.

The comparnson institutions must exclude salaries
paid to law faculty when submitting their data.

The “Gross Percentage Amount” will be reduced by
applying two adjustments:
e First, two-tenths of one percent (0 2 percent) will

be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions in the budget year.

® Second, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary
awards, shall be deducted when applicable. Thea
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor’s Of-
fice of the State Unuversity.

9. Admibistrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Administrafive salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-
office and campus-based administrators at the Uni-
versity and the State University. The Commission
shall also include data on comparable campus-
based positions from both the University’s and the
State University's respective comparison institu-
tions. The University and State University will use
the same group of comparison institutions as for
their faculty surveys.

The campus-based admunistrative positions to be
surveyed shall include thoae listed in Display 1.

In addition to these campus-based positions for
which the national survey shall be conducted, the
University and the State University shall also re-
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel
with the position titles listed in Display 2.

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of California and a select group of comparison insti-
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to
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Campus-Based Administrative Posiuions for Which Current- Year Salaries at the

Unuwersuty of California, the Caltfornia State University, and Their Respective
Companson Institutions Are to Be Reported in the Commission’s Annual

Admanustrators’ Salary Survey
Unevermty of Califorma
Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer
Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
Director of Campus Security
Director of Information Systems

. Director of Student Financial Aid
. Director of Athletics

Dean of Agriculture

. Dean of Arts and Sciences
. Dean of Business
. Dean of Education

. Dean of Engineering

Dean of the Graduate Division
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The Calyfornta State U'nivermty
Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chuef Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer
Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
Director of Campus Security
Director of Informatn;t; Systems

. Director of Student Financial Aid
. Director of Athletics

. Dean of Agriculture

. Dean of Arts and Sciences

. Dean of Business

Dean of Education

. Dean of Engineering
. Dean of the Graduate Division

DISPLAY 2  Central-Office Adminwstrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be
Reported in the Commisston’s Annual Admumstrators’ Salary Survey

The Californua State University
Chancellar

-
N o= o

® SR W

Unmivermty of Califorma
President
Senior Vice President
Vice President
Associate Vice President
Asgistant Vice President
General Counsel of the Regents
Deputy General Counsel of the Regents
Treasurer of the Regents
Associate Treasurer of the Regents
Secretary of the Regents
Director of State Governmental Relations

. Auditor

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

Aesociate Viee Chancellor

Auditor

. Assstant Vice Chancellor

. General Counsel

. Associate General Counsel

. Director of Governmental Affairs

. Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor
. Deputy Provost
. Viee Chancellor
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be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Um-
versity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the
University of Michigan, the University of North
Carolina, the University of Texas at Houston, the
University of Wisconsin, and Yale Univeraity. Dis-
ciplines to be surveyed will be internal medicine,
pediatrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will
be coneidered representative of the medical profes-
sion as a whole.

Communuty college faculty salares

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Com-
mission shall include such comments as i1t considers
appropriate to satisfy the recommendation of the
Legislative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1879-80. Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the
Annual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Com-
munity Colleges’ Chancellery.

10. Supplementary information

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu-
ally by both the University of California and the
California State University. The University of
California shall continue to submit its “Annual
Academic Personnel Statistical Report.” The Cali-
fornia State University shall submit a report to the
Commission on faculty demographics, promotions
and separations, origing and destinations, and re-
lated data. Both the University and the State Uni-
versity will submit their supplemental reports not
later than Apnl 1.

11. Criteria for the selection
of comparison institutions

Unwersily of California

The following four criteria will be used to select

comparison institutions for the University:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major
university offering a broad spectrum of under-
graduate, graduate (Master’s and Ph.D.), and
professional instruction, and with a faculty re-
gponsible for research as well as teaching.
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2 Each institution should be one with which the
University is in significant and continuing com-
petition 1n the recruitment and retention of fac-
ulty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on
8 timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all
institutions are willing to provide their salary
and benefit cost data, especially in the detail re-
quired for comparison purposes.)

4 The comparison group should be composed of
both public and private institutions.

In selecting these 1nstitutions, stability over
time in the composition of the comparison group
is important to enable the development of facul-
ty salary market perspective, time-series analy-
gis, and the contacts necessary for gathering re-
quired data.

The California State University

The following five criteria will be used to select
comparison institutions for the California State
University.

1 General comparabilily of wnstuutions: Compari-
son institutions should reflect the mission, fune-
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the California State Umversity sys-
tem. Faculty expectations at the comparison in-
stitutions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload,
and professional responsibilities, should be rela-
tively similar to those prevailing at the Califor-
nia State University. To those ends, State Uni-
versity comparison institutions should include
those that offer a wide vanety of programs at
both the undergraduate and graduate levels but
that grant very few if any doctoral degrees. Spe-
cifically, the 20 institutions that awarded the
largest number of doctoral degrees during the
ten-year period between 1973-74 and 1983-84
ghould be excluded. Although several of the
comparison institutions may have professional
law achools, salary data for law faculty must be
omitted when data are provided. The list should
mclude both large and small, and urban and rur-
ral institutions from each of the four major re-
grons of the country (Northeast, North Central,
South, and West). Approximately one-fourth to
one-third of the institutions on the list should be



private or .ndependent colleges and universities,
and none of these institutions should be staffed
predominantly with religious faculty.

Economic comparabiity of institutional! location:
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should
reflect & general comparability 1n living costs
and economic welfare to conditions prevailing in
California. Consequently, institutions located
in very high cost areas, such as New York City,
or 1n severely economically deprezsed areas,
should not be included on the hist. In order te en-
sure a continuing economic comparability be-
tween California and those regions in which
comparison institutions are located, the Com-
mugsion will periodically review such economic

indicators as it considers appropriate and in-
clude the results of its surveys in its annual re-
port on faculty salaries and fringe benefit costs.

3. Availabuuty of data: Each institution should be

one from which 1t is posaible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg-
ular bamsis. (Not all institutions are willing to
provide their salary and benefit cost data, espe-
aally in the detail required for comparison pur-
poses.)

. Unwersity of California comparison institutions.

The California State University’s comparison
group should not include any institution used by
the University of Califorma for its comparison
group.
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Appendix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session,
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California
maintain or improve their position in the intense competition for the highest quality of
faculty members; and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its annual report tothe
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State Colleges
and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to permit
at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cahfornia State
Collegee and the University of California; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual report to the
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face
of this competition and that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members
which cannot poesibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate which
will compare favarably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions,
industry, and other levels of government; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salares so that failure to
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher
education would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University
campuses that higher salares elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty members
from the California institutions of lugher education, and if such academic emigration
gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educational
processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing prob-
lems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and main-
taining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth;
and

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in
California’s phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the
wisest of public investors, but unless the superiority 1n faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued
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economic and cultural development of Cahforma may be seriously threatened, now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules
18 directed to request the Jont Legslative Budget Committee to study the subject of
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving such
salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education may
be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of education,
and to request such commuttee to report its findings and recommendations to the
Legslature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.



Appendix D

A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFTS
AT THE UNIYERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1944 First Extracrdinery Session)

Prepared by the

Cffice of tha Legusiative Analyst
Stare of Califernia

January 4, 1945
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INTRODUCTION

The purpcse of this ssaf repor: is to recommend a2
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
fringe benedes and other special econamue bemedits for
faculties of the Tniversiry of Califormia and the Cali-
fornia State Collagu.'rhsrcponhubeenprepand
by the Jom: Legisiative Budget Committes in re-
spogse to House Resolation 250 (1964 First Extrace-
dinary Session, Appendix 1): which resolved:

“That the Assembiy Commuittee on Rules is di.
rectad to request the Join: Legisianve Budget Com-
mittes to study the subjeet of salaries and the gen-
eral economic welfare, including frings bemeflts, of
facuity members of the Califormia institutiops of
higher educacion. and ways and means of mmproving
such salares and bensfits in order that sueh Cali-
fornin institutions of higher education may be sbie
to compete for the talent necesmary to provide the
highest quality of edneation, and to request such
commitzee to report its findings and recommenda.
tions to the Legislammre not later than the 4fth
legisiative day of the 1965 Reguiar Session.’’
Staff of the Jaoint Legisiative Budget Committee

initiagad ity study by seeking ixformation which would
reffest the magnitnde of California’s long-zange and
mmediaze problams regarding the need to reeruis and
retain an adequate number of high quality facuity.
While reviewing past repor:s presented to the Legs-
lature as justifleation for salary incresse recommen.
dations by the Coordizating Council for Higher Edn.
cation, the University of California and the Califarnia
Staza Colleges, it became appareat tha: the frst step
m wying to improve faculty salaries and other bene-
fits is to furmisk the Lagisiatnre with comprezensmive
and conmstent data winch identify the patures and
level of comperitive baneits, The costs amovciated with
Tesnmmandarione rated accoprding to priority, should
be ineiuded iz proposals by the segments in order to
ad the Legisiators in detarmiming how mueh t ap-
propriate and the bensfts which an appropriation
will buay.

Thers has emsted in the past a difarsncs between
wiat the institutions have recommended as the need
for salary and bemefit inereases and what has dnally
been appropmatad by the Legislature, Thers are two
principal reasons for this diference which zt times
may be closely related: (1) The Legislamre may dis.
sgTes with what is proposed as to need, or (2) thers
DAY 1ot be exough fnnds to meet the need beeansa of
higher prior:ties in other areas of the budget

Thess needs ave very compler and, for exampis.
izeinde suca f3ctory as:

L Disagresment with conclusions drawn rom data

subzutted in jostidestion of resommendations;

2. Lack of confidence in the gunanmty, quality, or

type of data;

t Appendioss daleted.

3. The failure of advoeates to maks points which
are concise and ciearly undesstandabie;

4+ The submisnion of conflicting daza by legsiative
stalf or the Department of Finance.

AZter careful connideration, it was decerminec that
a special repore shoald be made to the Budges Com-
mittes contaning recommendanions as to the kind ol
data the Legisiature should be furmished for the pur-
pose of considering salary and other tenest incrsases.

On Auguse 5, 1964 2 letter (Appendiz 2) was sent
tom the Legisistive Analyst w tha Coordinating
Couneil for Higher Edncacian, the Universicy of Cali-
formia, the Califorais State Colleges, the Deparment
of Finance and various faenlty organizations iziorm.
ing them thac the Joint Legisiative Budget Committse
was planning to hold a publie heanng in conpection
with EB 250 and asking for replies to a semes of
questions designed to gather background infermation
a.botr:sahrvandinngebeuinu:a(inpondn3
Reeuved} The primary purpase of
to provide the TUrivernity of Califor-

€
8.
45
ki

mwshod&benporuétonhe
Legisiarure, iseinding the knd of data o be com-
piled and who shonid compile and publish it (Appen-

mmdpmfuﬂryshwupmthen
piies to the Lagisianive Analyst’s lecter aof Angust 3,
1963, the oral and prepar=d statements reesived at the
Omherla,wﬂhamngoftho.fmnmhm
Budget Commictes and other sources have rerealed
signifiosnt fndings and permirted the development of
recommendacions concerning tha type of mformanon
and method of presentation thac shomid be ineinded
n tnme faculty saiary =eports preparsd for the

Current procedures for seview of facuity salarr
and other henefit inersese proposals. starmng wich the
presencation of recommendations 5r state colleges and
Caiversity of Caiifprmia admmistracye ofmaly w0
therr respeeTvVe govermng DOArds. appear generalls
10 De 2dequate, with minor reservamons. The Stare
College Trustees and the Ragents of the TUniversrr
of Caiiforma generally lormuiate thmr own droposals
in December and icrward them to the Stata Depar:.
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mant of Finance for budget commidemazioa. Conmeur-
mﬂr the Coordinanng Counel Zor Higher Education
also mages a3 repors with recommendanions wiicn is
made available to t4e Stats Department of Tizance.
The Guveraar and the Departmesnt of Fizance con-
M:r'huesﬂat?i:::empmpmahmnhnnnmm
availability of funds and their owz anaivus of faegity
salary 2eeds and euids how muck of an mereasa, U
aay, o iociude iz the Guvernor's Budget. The Lagis.
lattys Aoalyst in the dnaiysis of the Budget Bidl pro-
ndes azalyus and recommendations as to the Gover.
zocr’s budget propesal
When appropriate legisistive committees hear the
budges tequest Zor ..anul:rsa.h.rrmmtherw
be confronted with several reeommendaszions Irom
Tarious sourced, Thair Sese responwbility is to con.
sider the Governor's reesmmendations in the Budget
Bill. Eowever, ths Tnivermry and the Califorma
State Collegea gemerally request the opportumity t@©
prasent therr own feecommendations, which frequendy
dﬂuhmh&m‘spﬂpﬂm the Co-
ordipacng Councii Zor Higher Education presents its
meommendanons Various faculty crganizafions may
degire to maka md.egemu: proposals, The ani.a:nra
has been cooperative ia providing ail intarested parties
the opporraRicy to present their views, hut these
nresantations have bees mariked by extame vaTiations
in resommendauous sud in the dats whicd support

the raquesty.

WHC SHOULD PREIPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There apuesrs to bs some diferemee of opimion
conesrning the purpose of facuity salary reposts and
recommandanoas prapared by the Coordinaning Coun-
ol 2or Eigher Edneadon. The Unrvernty of California
azd the Califorma State Colleges comtend that thay
shouid maks direet recommendamons to the Govarior
and the Legusiammre and thas Coordinacing Couneud
reeommendanons should be regarded as independent
comments, Coaversely, the Departmenr of Finance
and the Coordizanzg Coaneil for Higaner Kduestion
beligve that s;siary sswores and re—vmmrandesion ), of
the Coordinacng Counsil shounld be the primary -
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Goverzor to connder in preparing bodge: reoomnmen.
dapors. The Department of Fizmance states that such
a repore shouid be regarded as similar i stacus o the
mualnlw-apmrﬁammuvﬂmahm
prepared by he Stats Personusl Board lor cthe Gov-
emudmlmmltuouopmmuu

3udget and to the aznmal facmity salary report of
tae Coordinating Counail Euﬂg:n:.dmam
aver, any sparite tecommendations of the Uxivermry
of California and :he Caiiforma Stats Colleges siould
also be conmdeved
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WHAT FAGCULTY SALARY REPCORTS SHCOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that repordog sequused of the
Crniversicy, the Califomua Scate Coileges, and the
Coordizating Counecd lor Higher Educaren saoculd
limir the right of these agencies {0 mpoasze speuﬂ.e
powmts in supporung thew own recommendations.
Eowever, the Lagesiacure sizoald taks steps to estab.
lish a comsistenmt basis upoa waich it mil recuve com-

ive miormacion about Zaenity salaries, gcher

bensfite, 2nd relaced subjeecs rom rear to year. Aftar
carefal copmderation of the satismeal and other
grounds pressnted 1o support of saiary and other
benedt wncreass proposals in the pass, we recommend
that basie data be included in faculty salary reporms
to the Lagrsiature in a consmtent form ia che Jollow.
‘pe areas:

A, Paculty Data

B. SalaryDas

C. Fringe Bepedts

D. Total Compensazion

E. 3pecial Priviieges and Benedts

F. Supplamentary Income

Sizes it is necemary for sad of the exeencye and
legisiaztve branches gf government ™ azalyze recom-
mendarions prior o the commencentens of 3 legaiative
session, ail reporty and reenmmandariome siouid be
comnpieted by Decemiber 1 of each rear.

A Fooiity Dats
L. Findings
a. I2formacive data aboat ths siza, compositn,
retennon, and meermimenc of Califor=ia
SuuCoﬂqamnitrhubmrzs&adm
Eromr:m:nr:‘.m.bnzm-
a.l].r:.t Aay bes 50 selecmve that it lgeys
objecavity and has been meonsme:nc Stom
YEAT 0 TSI
b Superior lacuity periormance das =gt bem
demonstrated as a reason o Jussdy past oee
quests lor superior salarzes.

2 “77 7,,7" a8

T‘Jbuumdxawhmmhdudm
sented anzauslly oo & commstent basis Dedm.
tons of what consttures Zacnily are it to the
disaretion of the Tarversicy and the stats col.
leg=s buz shonid be clearly deilned iz any *wport
Addiciopal data may be incinded :n any @ven
sear © emphamuze special problems, Sut suel
data stiuld supplement zot remiace e bame

iniormanon recommended beiow. Grapiy showld

be used when praccesl, accompanied by supe
porzms tables in an appendiz. Jecommended
facuity ‘ata iccindes:



a. The number af faculty, by rank and the in.
crease over the previous Sve years to refiect

b, Current fasmity composition expressed
meaninginl terms, inecluding but not Lumited
tw the pevoentage of the facuity who Lave
PiD’s

c. Student.faculty ratios as & mesns of express-
ing performancs.

d.Dmnhmtmaﬂmtﬂ-&n_ohaltrm

i
i
z
%

3. Commmnts

The frst three rasvmememdarione ghove are de-
signed to refeet faeulty size, composition, raze
of growth, and workload Ths inelnsion of con.
ustent data bmmtom.r will facilizate
trend aualrsis ss it velates t0 the institumons
when possible, to corcparable izm-
stitutions. The purpose of ineluding daza om
new facuity and faexlty turnover is to provide
4 quantitatrve base for discussions of problems
relating to facuilty reeruitment and retention. It
myahobebudmltomdudnmhm

%
b

l.Sdamea

& The University for several years Las es.
changed salary datz to provide a conaistent
corrpazrison witk o spesal group of Sve ‘‘em.
ment’’ universities. as well as wieh a gromp
of 2me public universities. Comverselr, the
California State Colleges bave not vetr estad-
lished a lisz of comparable myarraons whicn
1s acesprabie to them,

b. Both the Uxiversity of Califormia and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Edusation
maintan thar stiary comparisons w appro-

priste institamons is the best mngle method
ofdar.mmgﬂhrvnms.

¢ The Umuversity of California places less sig-
pificance o calarT comparwsons wrth nom-
academic emplovment than the Coordinatng
Council on Higher Edrneitnion and the Cali-
forma State Colleges.

d Salary inereases have been proposed oz the
basis of differentials between total compensa-
ton (saiares plos fmmge beneits) In com-
parable instTunons,

e. Both the Tmyversity and the Califormia Stave
Calleges bave tended to relats the size ol
proposed salary incresses to how maek of an
inerease woulid De Decsssary W retEx W0 4

- ) . X in
e e e e
tageous.

£ Salarr comparisens have frequently been
made to various levels of tesching 1neluding
elementary, high school, and junisr college
salerie,

g- Methods of salarr compansons with other
institations have varied {rom year to Pesr in

r«pmprepmdbrthnmteeonqs-

Wcmd.hztpromd.nul‘vnlu‘r
increases distimguish betwem: (1) incresses
ascessar? to msinrain the cutrent compen-
mpo:inonmd 12) inereases to mprove
the cuzTent competittve poxibeon.

(1) Propossd incresses to mantun the exist-
Mg compensTe poation shonid be equv.
alent 0 a projecoon of the zverage
salarr relantonshrp becween the Tmiver-
aTr, ar state eolleges. and comparable
msututians during the carrant fseal
vear 0 the next fiseal vear. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on a
projection of actual sala>y 1mereases oy
sank 1t comparable 1Ixsototions domg
the past dve years, permurting statisncai
adjustments for unusual cirexmstances.
Thns the proposed mcresse to marstain
in affeez, be equal to the average of an.
nual miarv ineresses 1m compar2die
mautatons dumng the past 3ve vears A
record of e acouracr of projesTons
siounid be mamiuned 1m az appendixz

f‘_’} Reanmrmandarmame o9 inpm the cuz.
ra=t compenitive pouiions mouid de e
lated to the addinionai advancages 0 be
dezyved.

b. It 15 also recommended hat *he Califernmiy

State College Trustees seiect a list of com.

"!ll
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parabie 1astitations within the next year and
that agreements oe negotiated to exchange
salary dazz in a form wiich mil famlitacs
comparisons. A list of the errtera nsed to
seleet comparable insmiutions, pins charae-
terisficy of the wastitutions salected. saould
be inciuded iz next rear‘s report.
¢. Spenific proposals lov salary inerssses shonid
be accompanied by comparisons of curreat
salary amounts and historic oemds to com-
parabie institucions, The foilowing gemeral
prineiples are considered to be importan::
(1) Salary data should be separated fzom
fringe bemefit and-special bemedt data
for puwrposes of reportitly salary com.

:

A copsistent for=m should be nsed Som

~
"
-—

vears, Thus will show the relative poais
aon of the California institaton lor the
last aevnial and cuxeens years, as wail ag
the range of averages, Srequency disem.
butioza of Zacuity by mazk or professor
shouid be incorpormred in an appendiz
and apy significant limitations mn the

(3) Specal dam ‘o linscate 3 particuniar
problem 11 any given 7ear would be
appropriata as lomg as it suppisamants.
rather than sepisces, bame saiary daca

d. Fmaily, it 1s recommendesd that salarr data
be reported 2 a Zorm by vamk which compen-
satey lor difavences i faculty distribmcons.

@ Frings leneiin
L. Findings

& The defmution of Lings bemedts gegeraily
inelndes oenedts available to all Zacuity that
have a dollar cost t the empioyer. Senesis

and services m nd are considersd to e
iringe benefits only if a casil payment oprion
is avadable. Retirement and heaith insur.
anes, by Jefimicion. ars the omiyr o pro-
grams coasidersd as iommge begedts by the
Coiversity of Califormia and the Califorma
Staze Colleges.

b, Comparmons of Zringe bepedts. ~vhen com-
parisons have been made at all, have guner.
ally been lirmited to the dollar comtmbution
by the emplorer 2nd have no¢ incinded any
anslysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employes.

2. Recommendations

2. It is recommended that Iringe benefit com.
parisons of type of benedt be inciuded i
{acuity salary reports, hus compared epa-
rataly foom salares, Such comparisons should
inelude an apalysis of the quality of the
benefity az weil as the dollar cost o the

h. Proposals to inersase spemxiic fringe benediy
thould be made separzcely frem saiaries, in.
cluding separate cost astumates,

3. Conmenis

Separsts proposals for ineresses in salaries and
fringe benedts shonld be made to minimizs oxis.
understanding 250ut sompeave posictons. For
ezample, information sabmitted o the 1963
Legsiaczrs by the Univermry of Califormia, in
support of 3 provosed salary incresss for 1083-
&4, compared tocyl compensacion daca (salaries
pius fmuge bemedts) rather chan salaries alone,
This report stated 12 part: “‘In comparme sal.
aries, fmnge benedts muxt be taken @mro ac-
count. Salary compar:sons Jecween tie Tmver.
sicy and other wstIugons based on smlary slsne
look far more Zfavorable chan compamsops of
salaries plus benerils.’’ The least Javorsile com-
pamson wves wth Zmge hemediis, not salaries,
thus the teport recommended a salary incresse
largely on the bamsg of a difersmes in Emngw
beneidts Although it is 2eit that comparsons af
total emmpecsation are appropriate inclosions in
a faguity salary report, sooi data shoulid omly
he in addition %o rather than i3 place of iepa-
sate anaiyses of the current compezitive jontion
2t sziarzes and frmow hengdis

Q. Taei Camoensaton
L Findings

a Total compensation daca zonsists af average
salar:es vius a dollar azmount sepreseancyg
the employer’s cose of Songe hemedty

2. The Ceordizating Councii lor Eigher Zén.
cation, the Cmiversity of CaliZormia and che
Califorpia Stata Colleges have m the pase ail



used total compensation data prepared and
published by the Amemesn Assccration of
Tmivermty Professors in thewr respective

faculty salary reporss.

2 Recommendations

§>

|

We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the Amariean Associanion of T
verury Professors, be inciuded in facaity salary

—_ e

ment. [f this type of benefit is proposed. it mnse
meinde adequace comstrols

k. Suppiemenmry Income

L

Pindings

s The muitipie lovaltiss crested by pemutting
faeunity to supplement their sulaties by earz-
and outside hiy college or Tnzvermer is rec.
ognized as a prodiem common o imsmtatons
of higher edusstion throughout the Tmited
States.

b. There apparen:ly are proporsionatsiy more
prrmate consalting opportummnes m Califor.

s than in ocher areas of the mamonm. For
ezampie, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentrated in Caii-
fornia durmg 1963-84.

¢. The Trzveesity of Califormia cas general poi-
icies designed to insure that outsides activines
do not mnterfere with University responmbil-
ties. [2 ouwside activities interdere with Tau-
versisy respousibilities, the facuityr member
geaeraily must taka 2 leave of absence with-
ous pay watil mek cuixide activities are com.
pietad. These and other ralatad Universicy
policies wers praised iz a 1956 Caznegqie-
Snaneed smudy titled Tmiversity Facully
Compensation Policies end Proctices.

d. The Coordinasing Couneil for Eigher Sdu-
cation submitted “excerpts frum nationwide
studies relating to the magmitude of ourside
mWehﬂamnrddam.
how the data may reiate to California, but i
the figures are reasonabie, theu it appeass
that probabiy a large percentage of facuity
have at lesst one soures of ertma meome
Sources of ineams wers reported are Zoflows:

Perowus of facelly

mramy sddilionad

Seurce A0 LS POV JOuTCE

Lecturiag 1%

General writing b
Sgmmer and exoosion resshine =
Government consaicing 15
Texthook writing b1: |
Private consuitiny =
Pabile sermicy aad foqudadon —memites o
Other professional aetivicies b b

Sowrce - U‘munu'l Faguity Compensaiien Policsse and Peggrices

m the O, Assorition of Amenican Totverndes, Thivernty

u mmu Fress. Cruana. uu

e. The Tmted Srate Q@es of Educamon has
juss eompieted a mawnonwide sampie surver
of outnde earnings of coilege Zacuity Ior
19G1-62, Althougn data nas not been pub-
lisned ver, spemial permussion has besn re.
ceived to report the follownng resuits which
are quoted from a lemer semt to the Lams.
latve Analys: on December 5. 1964 from tze
stal of the Califor=ia State Coilege Trustass:

QUTSIDE LARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY OM
ACADEMIC YIAR CONTRAGLTS (=10 MONTHS)

The T. S. Office of Educacon has just compieted a
panozmde sIrTeT of OUtWQe eAPRINGS OV a sampung
of all coflege facaity nanonwnde for 196162, The re.
suits are as Jollows:
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doorage
Deveeni earmangs

All with outmde ==r=-==
JSummer tesching
Other summer smploy—-=*
QOcher taoenng
BRoraicies

Speechas

Conmitane (e

Retrement 1 wndividosls who have rfetirwd who
mmeh dsewbare after recring)

Rasearch

eher professeonul smwni=—

Noa-groiesmonal earaings

The lughest average earmings by teschivg Seld and
the percentage with outside earnings are:

Eéu‘at; t’.

II-'E -

dverege
Pereent earmwmgs
Law (which we de De¢ have) 3 $3.300
Eaginsering = 1200
Busmmess and Commer— 3 2.9
Phrsical Seaoces 0 2000
Ag=caiture 1 =200
Brycholegy 5 23
Iz light of the Joint Commitzse discusmon you mugat
be interested in the foilowing:
Avereye
Peromit sarwags
Social Sciwnces v $1.900
Haligien and Theulogy 5 Lonn

2. Recommendarcions
& We recommand that the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Eduestion, the Tziversity of
Califormia and the Califormia Stata Colleges
esoperate o determining the extant to ~vhick
facity members partimparte in exmra aetivi-
Tes to supplement their aine-month saiaries
1neluding mformazion 23 to haz etra ac-
uvrites are usuaily performed (such as vaca-
slons. ete.j. Sael aetivities would ineiude,
hut oot be [imted to, leeturing, p=meral wit.
iCo, summer i0d estension tenching, goverd-
ment cousnltimy. testhook wmtizmg, prreate
consuiting, public service and Zoundamon
consalang, azd other professionsl activittes.
12 sneh a study soggesty thar tive magwrnde
of thess acuvinies is such that the perform.
auce of normal Unmivermry and staza coilegs
responmbilities ire perhixng bemny adverselr
a¥ected. then comsmideration should be grven
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to the posmbiiity of maintaiming more com-
plete and meampgrul records. Sueh reeords
would aid admmistranve odicials and aea-
demuic senates when reviewing rEcommenda-
ttocs for promotiops apd salary incraases
and provide summar+ daza for reporting to
the Lemislature on these sicrufesnt Zzemicy
welfare 1rams. Next vear's facuity salery re.
port of the Coordinating Counwl Zor Higher
Eduestion snouid incorporate the results of
this scads.

b. We aito recommend thar exxsung smrte coi-
lege policies and enforeement pragmces re-
garding extra employment be reviewed agd
updated.

e. Finally, it 19 recommended thas Iaculry sai.
arsy reports keep the Legisiature informed
about policies and pra¢tices relating %0 extra
employment.

3. Comments

In our opiniom, it wounid seem thit any ez
emplorment would adfeet the gualicy of per-
formanes of Univermity responmbilines since
facalty sarvevs indieate that the average Iac.
ulty woricweek 15 54 boors. The aume spent on
activities for exira compensanon (eseent dur-
ing the ssmmer) would be on tap of whatr :ne
Zacultr has defined as their average worbwsel,
Decause. iz some instances. it is diflenlt o de.
termine whether 2 given income-producizg ac-
trier, sueh a3 wninng a cook. it comsidersd a
normal Tovernity responmbilicy or an ex—s
acnimrr. distmenons berween normal and estme
acmTittes need [0 Ge more cleariv dedned.

Muech of the sumnde compenmaton Teserved
br Jasglicr comes in the form of grants made
dirsetls o the Zaculty member rarher wan
through the Unrvermrr or collazes. Thers s no
regulsr repormng of these grants or the ner
sonal compensation which they provide to faz-
ultr. and the colleges and Taiversity do 2oc
consider the repormng of sgcn imeome to he
{emsible. It mav Be desirable 0 sneourage the
Congress o direst thar graater namber of
grants made b Uhited States agezcies Jor e
search he made dirseti~ to acsjemue institu-
nons.
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Appendix E

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Office of the Presideaent
January, 1931

IMPLENMERTING GUIDELIRES FOR REAPPOINTMENT UNDER
THE VOLUNTARY EARLY RETIREMERT INCENTIVE PROGRAM {VERIP)
L e

An employee who voluntarily elacts to participate in VERIP
must agree not to accept resppeintmant to any pesition that
would require membership in the University of California
Retiremant Plan (UCRP) for a minimum of five years following
the data of ratirement.

For business necessity, an individeal who has retirad under
VERIP may be reappointed for a limited paricd of tima to a
position which does not require membership in UCRP. Subject
to approval by the Chancellor or lLaboratory Director, the
hiring department shall submit a written justification
explalining the naed for the individual’s servicea based on
business necassity. The percentage of appointment may not
excoed 49 percent averaged over & consecutive twelve month
faboratory Dicector, the selscy St & resppointed empioves is

atory Director, of & raa enp a
limited to 85 percent of tha salary before retirement,
proratsd by the psrceatage of appointment. The percentage,
duration, and salary of such appointment ars to bs spacified
in a written agreenent betwean the University and the
individual made pursuant to these guidelines.

There 1s no promise or expectation that any such appointment
described in paragraph 2., abovae, will be remewed or
sxtended. Any reappointment or extension beyond the initial
twelve month pericd shall be approved by the Chancellor and
shall be in accordance with applicable persannel policy,
labor agreemsnt, and UCRP provisions to snsuvre that the
extandad position is not aligible for UCRP membarship. The
authority to approve a reappointmant or extsmsion beyond
tvalve months shall not be redelegated.

Positicns which may be offered to VERI? participants and
vhich comply with paragraph two, above, are the following:

&. QUALIPIED ACADENIC SERATE FACULTY

Upon approval of the Chancellor or Laboratory Director,
a membar of the Academic Senate who has ratired under
VERIF may be cffered reappointment, at the sole
discretion of the University, undexr the following
conditions. When qualified Academic Senate faculty are
recalled to active service on post-retiremant
appointments ir accordance with Academic Personnel
Manual Section 200-22, the range and scopae of duties
must be specified in writing. Appropriate space and
resources will be made available tc support the
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IMPLEMENTING GUIDELINES FOR REAPPOINTMENT UNDER THE
VOLUNTARY BARLY RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAM (VERIP)
Page 2

assigned duties. The initial appointment date is to be
no earlier than August 1, 1991. 1In tha case of health
sciences compensation plan feculty recalled following
VERIP retiranment, the Chancallor is delegated authority
to permit an excepticn to the health sciences

tion plans == vhich require a minizum
50 percent appointment -- to permit faculty to continue
participation in the plans at appointments of less than
S0 parcent tima. For the good of the University, the
Chancellor may approve sxceptions pexmitting a
reappaintaant or extension beyond the initial twelve
month period in accordance with paragraph thres, above.

Unless an exception is made by the Chancelloer,
compensation is determinaed by the following principles
and foremlas.

(1) Recall for Taachinea onlv

Faculty will normally be paid on a per course
basis with the following scals to be used as a
guldeline. In setting compensation, Chancellors
may take into acconnt the exceptional nature of
some forms of instruction, for example, courses
Besting, La fomnat, of whith involve supervising s

¢ ormat, or ve supervising a
numbar of TAs. Recognizing that instructional
activities encompasa more than classroom teaching,
the Chancellor may also taka into account
instructional responsibilities other than
reqularly scheduled courses. Total compensation
pald pust be consistent with restrictions in
paragraph 2., above.

Base salary at Stipend Per
Retirement* Reqular Quaxter Course++
less than $50,000 85000
$60,000 - §65,000 5200
65,000 - 70,000 . 5600
70,000 = 75,000 6000
75,000 - 380,000 6500
80,000 - 85,000 6900
85,000 - 950,000 7300
more than $90,000 7500

tfiscal-yaar salaries should be convarted
to the academic-year-equivalent salary

*evgubiect to range adjustment; stipend per regular
samaster course is 1.5 times thess amounts



IMPLEMENTING GUIDERLINES POR REAPPOINTMENT UNDER THE
VOLUSTARY EARLY RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAM (VERIF)
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(2) Recall for Research Onlv

A Professional Research appointment is used when
the recall is for the purpose of rese¢arch only.

Total compensation pald must be consistent with

restrictions in paragraph 2., above.

(3) Racall for Sarvice Onlv

A stipend may be paid on occasicn for spacial
University service, such as chairing a
Presidential Task Force or serving as
ombudsperson. A By Agresment salary arrangemsnt
is used vhen the recall is for service only and
may not exceed the equivalent of the salary
described in paragraph 2., above.

In addition, total compensation for recall for any
single activity or combination of activities deacribed
in paragraphs (1) througk (3) above may not exceed the
%jnlent of the salary described in paragraph 2.,

b, STAYF AND ACADENIC EMPLOYERS OTHER THAN QUALIFIED
ACADEMIC BENATE FACULEY

(1) RMligibla staff emslaveas. inainding giadd
pmrlaveas {n 2l) navesnnael aroorams and the
covarad bv eallactivs hareai=ing acreemanta, {Upon
approval of the Chanceller or Laborxatery Director,
& staf? smployee who has retired under VERIP mAy
be offered reappointment, at the sole discretion
of the University, to & casual or contract
position undex the conditions described in
paragraphs ons, two, and three, ahove, and this
soction. The {nitizl appcintment date shall be no
earlier than August 1, 1591 for steff employees at
the campuses and at Lawrence Barkeley Laboratory,
and no earlier than February 1, 1991 for staff
amployees at Lawrence Livarmore and Los Alamos
Mational Laboratories. Any such casual or
contract position shall not excesd 43 percent time
averaged over a consacutive twelve month pexiod.

(2) Riicihle acadjemis annointass othar than natified
Academis Bonate FYacnltv. ingindina those covarad
bv collsctiva har=aining acraesants. Upon
approval of the Chancellor, an employee with an
academic title, other than a member of the
Academic Senate, who has retired under VERIP may
be offered rsappointment, at the sole discretion
of the University, under the conditions described
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VOLUNTARY EARLY RETIREMENRT INCENTIVE PROGRAM (VERIP)

Page 4 \
in paragraphs cne, two, and three, above, and this
section. The initial appointment date shall be no
sarlier than August 1, 1331. Any such position

i ahall not exceed 49 parcent time averagad over a

» comsecutiva twelve month paricd.

5. Any t, including an independant contractoer,
leasing, ¢r consulting arrangement, which results in an
indi who has retired under VERIF returning to
subs y the same position as hald befoxe retirement is

subject to the conditicns in these guidelines.

§. a individual who is reappointed following retirement under
VERIP shall continue to raeceive annuitant medical banefits
if he dar she gqualifies for them as an annuitant.

T, :n:t:l.ci:pauon in VERIP preclundss participation in any other
Universdity-sponsored retirement incentive progrem.



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
VERIP OUTCOMES BY FIELD

Tenured Ladder & Equivalent Rank Faculity

Life Scionces Soclal Sciencos *
Elgloies 222 Eligivles . 27
Takers 69 Takers 70
16 Take/Elq IRL [% Taka/Elig 30.8%
Workforea 940 Workiorce 1,205
% TakeAWork 7.3% % Taka/Work 5.8%
Enginearing & Computer Sclwnces Health Sclencas
Elighbles 124 Efigblos . 308
Takers 1] Takors ]
1% Take/Elig 41.1%] |% Take/Ellg 80.4%j
Worklorce 604 Worktorce 1,340
9 Take/Work "8.4% % TalaMWork 4.9%
Arts & Humanities Prolessionsl Schoots
Sigibles 202 Elighies 120
Takors 104 Takers 47
1% Take/Elg 35.6W 1% Take/Ellg so.2%
Workioreo 1,183 Workforce 811
% TakeMWork 2.8% % TakefWork 7.7%
Physical Sdences & Math Total
Eligiblas e A% Eligibles- AR Fialds 1.820
Takars 62 Takers 575
1% Taka/lig 22.8% 9% Take/Ellg 8t.69d
Workiorce 1,029 Workforce as47
% Take/Work 8.0% %% Take/Work 8.4%

Ncte: the % Take/Worklarca Is undarsstinated becaias fleld designasion ls unkndvwn for 237 VERIP aligbles.

Professional Schools = Architecture, Busnass, Educ, Phys Ed, Law, S8oclal Wel, Commurdcatons, Librasy Sclances -



California Postsecondary Education Comm:ission

Methods for Celculating Salary and Fringe Benefit
Cost Compartsons, 1985-86 to 1994-95 A Rewwsion of
the Commission’s 1977 Methodology for Preparing Its
Arnual Reports on Faculty and Adminisiratwe Sal-
aries and Fringe Benefit Costs. Commission Report
85.11 Sacramento: The Commission, March 1985.

-- Faculty Salary Revtsions A Reuview of the Com-
rmssion’s 1985 Methodology for Preparing Its Annual
Reports on Faculty and Admunistrative Salaries and
Fringe Benefits. Commission Report 87-27 Sacra-
mento; The Commission, June 1987.

--. Changes 1n Faculty Salary Methodology. Com-
mission Agenda Item, February 8, 1988

References

—~ Faculty Salaries in California’s Publie Univer-
sities, 1990-91 The Commussion’s 1990 Report to the
Legislature and Governor i1n Response to Senate Con-
current Resolution No 51 Commission Report 90-
10. Sacramento' The Commission, March 1988.

- Reuvisions to the Commussion’s Faculty Sclary
Methodology for the California State University
Commission Report 89-22 Sacramento' The Com-
mission, June 1989.

— Supplemenial Report on Academic Salaries, 1989-
90: A Report to the Governor and Legislature in Re-
sponse to Senate Concurrent Resolution No, 51 (1965)
and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legislation.
Commission Report 90-21 Sacramento. The Com-
mission, September 1989,
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Califorma Postsecondary Education Commus-
sion 1s a citizen board estabhshed n 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coorcinate the efforts of
Califormia’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legsslature

Members of the Commission

The Comerussion consists of 17 members Nme rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for s1x-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education in Californna Two student members are
appointed by the Governor

As of February 1995, the Commusstoners represent-
ing the general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chatir

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Jeffrey 1 Marston, San Diego

Guillermo Rodnguez, Jr, San Francisco,
Vice Chair

Melinda G Wilson, Torrance

Linda ] Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wnght, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are
Roy T Brophy, Fair Oaks, appointed by
the Regents of the Umversity of Califorma,
Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego. appointed
by the Cahiforma State Board of Education,

Alice Petrossian, Glendale, appointed by

the Board of Governors of the Califorma
Community Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by
the Trustees of the Califorma State Unuversity,
and

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Governor to represent Califormia’s independent
colleges and umversities, and

vacant, representing the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The two student representatives are
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 15 charged by the Legslature and Gov-
emor to “assure the effective ntihzation of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eluminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity,

innovation, and responsiveness to student and societal
needs ”

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of postsecondary
education in Cahforma, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, umversities, and professional and
occupational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or adrmunister any mstitutions,
nor does it approve, authonze, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs its specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other govermng, administrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Comrmussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the high school in Califorma By law,
1ts meetings are open to the public  Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by writing the Commission in
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carned out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of 1ts executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D, who 1s apponted by
the Commussion

Further information about the Commussion and its publi-
cations may be obtained from the Comrussion offices at
1303 J Street, Swite 500, Sacramento, Califormia 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933 or Calnet 485-7933, FAX
(916) 3274417



Faculty Salaries in California’s Public Universities, 1992-93

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 92-8

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
gion as part of 1ts planming and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, Califorma Post-
secondary Education Commisgion, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, Califormua 95814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commusgsion include

91-13 California’s Capacity to Prepare Registered
Nurses' A Preliminary Inquiry Prepared for the Leg-
1slature 1n Response to Assembly Bill 1055 (Chapter
924, Statutes of 1990) (September 1991}

91-14 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries,
1990-91 A Report to the Governor and Legislature in
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51
(1965) and Supplemental Language to the 1979,
1981, and 1990 Budget Acits (September 1991)

91-15 Approval of Las Positas College in Liver-
more: A Report to the Governor and Legislature on
the Development of Las Pogitas College -- Formerly
the Livermore Education Center of Chabot College
(September 1991)

91-16 Update on Long-Range Planning Activities:
Report of the Executive Director, September 16, 1991
{September 1991)

91-17 The Role, Structure, and Operation of the
Commission. A Preliminary Response to Senate Bull
2374 (October 1991)

91-18 1991-92 Plan of Work for the Califorma Post-
gecondary Education Commission: Major Studies
and Other Commission Activities (October 1991)

91-19 Reauthonzation of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 as Amended: A Report to Califorma’s Con-
gressional Delegation Summarizing Consensus in
California’s Higher Education Community Regard-
ing Proposed Revisions of the Act (December 1891)

91-20 Student Fees, Access, and Quality: Prospects
and Issues for the 1992-93 Budget Process (Decem-
ber 1991)

91-21 Legislative and State Budget Priorities of the
Commussion, 1992: A Report of the Californmia Postse-
condary Education Commission (December 1991)

91-22 Proposed Construction of the Western Neva-
da County Center, Sierra Joint Commumty College
District: A Report to the Governor and Legislature in
Response to a Request for Capital Funds for a Perma-
nent Off-Campus Center in the Grass Valley/Nevada
City Area (December 1991)

92-1 Final Report on the Effectiveness of Interseg-
mental Student Preparation Programs- The Third
Report to the Legislature in Response to Item 6420-
0011-001 of the 1988-892 Budget Act (January 1992)

92.2 Asgessing Campus Climate: Feasibility of De-
veloping an Educational Equity Assessment System
(January 1992)

92-3 Calformia’s Joint Doctoral Programs: A Re-
port on Doctoral Programs Offered by Campuses of
the California State University with Campuses of the
University of Califorma and the Claremont Graduate
School (January 1992)

92-4 Prospects for Long-Range Capital Planning 1n
Cahforma Pubhc Higher Education A Prehmmary
Review. A Staff Report to the California Postzecond-
ary Education Commission (January 1992)

92-5 Current Methode and Future Prospectus for
Funding Califormia Public Higher Education: The
First 1n A Seres of Reports on Funding Cahforma’s
Colleges and Umiversities into the Twenty-First Cen-
tury (March 1992)

92.6 Commission Comments on the Systems’ Pre-
liminary Funding Gap Reports: A Report to the Leg-
1elature and the Governor 1n Responss to Supplemen-
tal Report Language of the 1991 Budget Act (March
1992)

92.7 Analyses of Options and Alternatives for Cali-
formia Higher Education: Comments by the Staff of
the California Postsecondary Education Commission
on Current Proposals for Change in Califermia’s Pub-
lic Colleges and Umuversities (March 1992)

92-8 Faculty Salaries in Cahfornia’s Public Univer-
sities, 1992-93- A Repott to the Legislature and Gov-
ernor 1n Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution
No 51(1965) (March1992)

92.9 Fiascal Profiles, 1992 The Second 1n a Series of
Handbooks sbout the Financing of Califorma Postae-
condary Education (March 1992)

92-10 Student Profiles, 1991: The Second in a Se-
ries of Annual Facthooks About Student Participa-
t1on 1n Cahfornia Higher Education (March 1993)

YZ-11 Meeting the Educational Needas or tne New
Califormans. A Report to Governor Wilson and the
California Legislature in Response to Assembly Con-
current Resolution 128 (1990) (March 1992)

92-12 Analysis of the 1992-93 Governor’s Budget.
A Staff Report to the Califormia Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commssion (March 1992)
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